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The act of adapting music originally intended for a different medium has a long tradition. 
However, the adaptation process itself is rarely taught or documented in a comprehensive 
manner. As classical guitarist and scholar Tariq Harb notes, “the art of arranging or transcribing 
music from a single instrument to another has not been taught formally and systematically, nor 
has it been included as a course of study in the curricula of great music schools or 
conservatories” (Harb 2014, 1).  
Musical adaptation raises complex questions regarding the fundamental nature and 
perceived autonomy of a musical work. Adaptation for different mediums inevitably involves 
some changes to the original work, thereby prompting us to wonder how much a work can be 
changed without losing the distinct qualities that demarcate it as an individual work. What are 
these distinct qualities that establish a work’s ontology? How can we adapt music for other 
mediums in ways that are simultaneously respectful to the original work while also being 
idiomatic for the new intended medium?  
  Johann Sebastian Bach’s Cello Suites BWV 1007–BWV 1012 have a particular bearing 
on the concepts and issues that surround musical adaptation. These works have a long history of 
adaptation, starting with arrangements penned by the composer himself. Indeed, the closest 
instance we have of an autograph version of these suites consists of a copy of Bach’s own 
arrangement of BWV 1011 for lute or related instruments (BWV 995). In this arrangement, Bach 
adds a bass line, additional voices, and other idiomatic changes, perhaps to better suit the 
intended instrumentation.  
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  Otherwise, no autograph score of the Cello Suites in Bach’s own hand survive. These 
suites have been transmitted through four verifiable sources of this work dating from the 
eighteenth century, each of which differ from one another in terms of articulations and other 
musical indications (Winold 2007, 4–11). As such, all four early sources are themselves 
transcriptions of even earlier sources—none of which are extant—and each copyist had to make 
decisions regarding notes, articulations, and other musical indications. However, these four 
sources are the only surviving manuscripts of BWV 1007–BWV 1012 created by individuals 
who may have known, worked with, or studied with Bach. As a result, these sources are the 
logical starting point for any subsequent edition of these suites.  
 
Overview of Cello Suites, BWV 1007 – BWV 1012 
 
Although BWV 1007–BWV 1012 are traditionally known as “Six Suites for Solo Cello,” the 
actual instrumentation is more complex than what is suggested by this title. Based on the pitch 
range and musical indications present in the four early sources, the first four Cello Suites, BWV 
1007 – BWV 1010 were almost certainly written for Baroque cello. This instrument is tuned 
(from low to high) C, G, D, A, the same tuning as a modern cello. The tuning to be used for the 
fifth Cello Suite, BWV 1011 on the other hand, is indicated in three of the four early sources as 
C, G, D, G, an instance of alternate tuning, also known as scordatura. The sixth Cello Suite, 
BWV 1012 is by far the most interesting case, as it is written for a five-string bowed string 
instrument of similar size and timbre as a cello. The exact name and provenance of the originally 
intended instrumentation for BWV 1012 is not definitively known. However, it is a probable 
hypothesis that this piece was originally written for violoncello piccolo, viola pomposa, or 
another five-string cello-like instrument. Both instruments resemble the cello in size and 
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function, with the addition of a fifth top string, likely tuned to a high E (Wolff 1999, 368; 
Carrington 2009, 163). Consequently, any performance or edition of these suites for a modern 
cello essentially constitutes what may be fairly regarded as a transcription, since such 
performances and editions necessarily entail adapting the work to an instrument other than for 
what the works were originally intended. 
  The Cello Suites were composed by Bach approximately between 1717–1723, during 
which time he was working as music director for Prince Leopold of Cöthen. While at Cöthen, 
Bach also wrote his Sonatas and Partitas for Solo Violin, BWV 1001–1006, Brandenburg 
Concertos BWV 1046–1051, the first set of The Well-Tempered Clavier, BWV 846–869, and 
numerous secular cantatas. Although much of Bach’s output consists of religious works, the vast 
majority of Bach’s music during his time at Cöthen is secular. This is due in large part to the 
Calvinist faith being practiced in Cöthen, as Calvinism strictly limited the role of music in 
church services. As such, Bach’s work on the Cello Suites was in accord with other works 
toward which he devoted himself at the time.  
As noted above, although there is no surviving autograph manuscript of the Cello Suites, 
there are four extant sources from the eighteenth century. The scribes of these four sources either 
knew Bach personally, or conceivably might have had some indirect contact with Bach himself 
(Szabó 2014, 2). All published editions are based on one or a combination of these sources. 
The oldest surviving copy of the Cello Suites was written in 1726 by Johann Peter 
Kellner (Fig. 1.1). Kellner was an organist, composer, copyist and colleague of J. S. Bach. This 
nearly complete manuscript includes all movements of the six suites, with the exception of Suite 
No. 5. Scordatura indications are not included for this Suite, the Sarabande is missing, and so are 
all but nine measures of the Gigue. In Suite No. 6, there is no indication within Kellner’s 
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manuscript that this suite should be played on a five-string instrument. This manuscript is the 
only one of the four early sources that does not indicate scordatura for Suite No. 5 or a specific 




Figure 1.1: Johann Peter Kellner Manuscript, Prelude, Cello Suite No. 1, BWV 1007, mm. 1–42. 
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  The Anna Magdalena Bach manuscript of the Cello Suites dates from approximately 
1727–1731 (Fig. 1.2). It is very likely the second oldest extant manuscript of this work. This 
manuscript was notated by Anna Magdalena Bach, a music copyist, well-respected singer, and 
J.S. Bach’s second wife. Due to her close association with J. S. Bach as his wife, experience as a 
music copyist, and career as a professional musician, this manuscript is perhaps the closest 
currently extant derivation of the Cello Suites. Consequently, I will refer to this manuscript using 
the term “Bach’s original” as a place marker for the Anna Magdalena Bach manuscript. I choose 
this terminology because I regard the Anna Magdalena Bach manuscript as the closest available 
representation of the Bach original, realizing that the Anna Magdalena Bach manuscript is itself 
a derivation of other, earlier, source(s), possibly J. S. Bach’s own autograph score. The notes, 
rhythms, and articulations of each Suite are clearly and elaborately indicated throughout. 
However, the slur markings are sometimes ambiguous and are widely debated, as they differ 
significantly from the three other eighteenth century sources (Bach 1727–31, Eppstein 1988).  






Figure 1.2: Anna Magdalena Bach Manuscript (hereafter known as Bach’s original), Prelude, 
Cello Suite No. 1, BWV 1007, mm. 1–36. 
 
 
  This is followed by a manuscript notated in the mid-eighteenth century by Johann 
Nikolaus Schober, a horn player and music copyist, and an additional anonymous copyist (Fig. 
1.3). It is sometimes known as “Source C” or the “Westphal Copy,” due to its early ownership by 
Johann Christoph Westphal, an organist, printer, and music dealer. This is also a complete 
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manuscript and is clearly written, though several musical indications are incomplete or difficult 
to decipher. The first copyist is said to have copied the first two suites and up to measure 12 of 
Suite No. 3: Bourrée I, while the second copyist completed the manuscript from this point until 




Figure 1.3: Source C, Prelude, Cello Suite No. 1, BWV 1007, mm. 1–42. 
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  Lastly, the fourth early source was notated by an anonymous copyist during the second 
half of the eighteenth century, and also contains all six suites (Fig. 1.4; see next page). It is 
commonly known as “Source D” or the “Traeg Copy,” as the manuscript was sold in 1799 by 
Johann Traeg, an art and music dealer. Source D bears several similarities to Source C, 
especially regarding their more elaborate ornamentation as compared to the Johann Peter Kellner 
manuscript and Bach’s original. This has led to the probable hypothesis that the Johann Peter 
Kellner manuscript and Bach’s original were likely copied from two different sources, while 
Source C and Source D may have been copied from the same source (Anonymous 1775–1800; 
Eppstein 1988; Schmieder 1998).  
 It is important to emphasize that each of the four early sources differ from one another in 
terms of articulations, notes, rhythms, and other indications. Since there is no existing autograph 
copy in J. S. Bach’s hand, it cannot be definitively asserted that any one of these four sources are 
necessarily more or less authoritative than the others. As scholar and cellist Zoltan Szabó notes, 
“the four handwritten copies are significantly different from each other and there is no clear 
indication that any one of them is substantially superior” (Szabó 2014, 2). Because there are 
currently no known surviving copies of the manuscripts used as a basis for the four early sources, 
it is crucial to underscore that these tentative conclusions regarding the veracity of the 
manuscripts are necessarily to be understood as hypotheses grounded in comparisons of notes, 
rhythms, articulations and other indications, while also taking into account the possibility of 
errors and omissions. In short, there is no single strictly definitive version of the Cello Suites 
(Lutterman 2006, 545–548). 




Figure 1.4: Source D, Prelude, Cello Suite No. 1, BWV 1007, mm. 1–42. 
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  Nevertheless, it should be noted that Bach’s original, notated by Anna Magdalena Bach, 
is generally the most highly regarded copy of Johann Sebastian Bach’s six Cello Suites. This 
reputation is due to several historical reasons, perhaps the most notable of which are her close 
working relationship with J.S. Bach, status as a professional musician, and experience as a 
copyist. Naturally, as his wife, Anna Magdalena Bach was more closely associated with J. S. 
Bach than any of the copyists of the other early sources, and she was an experienced copyist of 
her husband’s works. She was also a formidable musician in her own right, being employed as a 
soprano at the Ducal Court of Weißenfels and as chamber musician at the Cöthen Court Chapel 
(Wolff, 1999, 93–94). Because of these factors, as music theorist Allen Winold notes, “scholars 
and performers generally agree that the copyist’s manuscript by Bach’s second wife, Anna 
Magdalena Bach, is the most important and reliable source” (Winold 2007, 9). As a result, 
Bach’s original is the primary manuscript of the Cello Suites that I focus on for this project.  
  Since Bach’s time, the Cello Suites have been adapted for a wide variety of instruments. 
This includes transcriptions and arrangements for piano, organ, violin, viola, double bass, 
recorder, flute, clarinet, saxophone, French horn, trumpet, guitar, lute, tenor banjo, ukulele and 
mandolin (Szabó 2016, 232–240). Many of these adaptations make use of the transcribing 
approach, retaining the exact notes, rhythms, and articulations found in the early sources. 
Examples include the adaptations for violin, flute, bass clarinet, trumpet and ukulele shown 
below (Figs. 1.5–1.9). Furthermore, as noted above, even modern editions of these suites for the 
modern cello may be regarded as transcriptions of sorts, since the instrument for which they were 























Figure 1.7: Cello Suite No. 1, BWV 1007: Prelude, mm. 1–7. Transcribed for Low C Bass 


















Figure 1.9: Cello Suite No. 1, BWV 1007: Prelude, mm. 1–4. Transcribed for Ukulele by 
Thomas Preece. 
 
  Other adaptations of these suites utilize the arrangement approach, preserving the primary 
melodic content while adding notes, articulations, and, sometimes, additional musical parts. This 
can be seen in Figures 1.10 and 1.11, which show the opening four measures of Robert 
Schumann’s arrangement of BWV 1009 for cello and piano accompaniment and Joachim Raff’s 
arrangement of BWV 1007 for solo piano (Figs. 1.10 and 1.11). 
 




Figure 1.10: Cello Suite No. 1, BWV 1009: Prelude, mm 1–4. Arranged for Cello and Piano 











John W. Duarte and His Arrangement 
As we can see from the preceding examples, while some adaptations make diligent efforts to 
preserve the exact notes and articulations present in the earliest sources, others freely change 
various aspects of the music to better fit the idiom for which the adaptation is intended. An 
example of the latter approach applied to guitar can be found in John W. Duarte’s arrangement 
of Johann Sebastian Bach’s Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009. This arrangement adds notes and 
articulations not present in the four early sources of this work. An example of this may be seen in 
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Fig. 1.12, which compares the first four measures of Duarte’s arrangement of the Sarabande 
from BWV to the same passage as seen in Bach’s original. Since Duarte’s additions are 
idiomatic for guitar and similar to changes made by Bach in his adaptations of his own music for 
lute or related instruments, in this study I argue that Duarte’s arrangement adds to rather than 







Figure 1.12: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Sarabande, mm. 1– 
4. (a) Arrangement by John W. Duarte. 
(b) The same passage from the Anna Magdalena Bach manuscript, here referred to as Bach’s 
original. 
 
 John W. Duarte was an English composer, musician, arranger, chemist, educator, and 
writer during the mid to late twentieth century. He began his career as a chemist before 
becoming a full-time musician, and played guitar, trumpet, and double bass on a professional 
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level. In addition, Duarte composed over 130 works for guitar, lute, flute, voice and string 
ensembles, and created numerous arrangements of well-known classical or folk tunes for these 
instruments. However, the primary focus of his output was guitar. Indeed, he became a 
prominent figure in the guitar community through his compositions and arrangements for guitar, 
as well as from his friendships with prominent guitarists Andrés Segovia and Ida Presti. Duarte 
was also a writer for Gramophone, Soundboard, Music Teacher, and other publications, 
contributed to The New Grove Dictionary of Music and Musicians, and wrote a monograph titled 
“Andrés Segovia: As I Knew Him,” a memoir of his personal and working relationship with 
Segovia (Classical Guitar Page 2002; Duarte 1998, 5–6).  
  Duarte’s arrangement of the Bach Cello Suites is among the most successful guitar 
arrangements of this work, having been performed and recorded by Andrés Segovia, John 
Williams, Alirio Diaz, Pavel Steidl, and other prominent classical guitarists (Wade 2012, 78). 
However, despite the arrangement’s popularity within the classical guitar community, this 
project is the first study of its kind which specifically compares and contrasts Bach’s original and 
John W. Duarte’s arrangement of Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009. This study is similar to the 
existing literature on this topic in that it advocates an idiomatic and historically informed 
approach to arranging Bach’s unaccompanied string music for guitar. Nevertheless, it endeavors 
to make a contribution to the literature by specifically comparing and contrasting these two 
versions of BWV 1009, showing that Duarte’s additions are both idiomatic for guitar and in 
accordance with Baroque performance practices. This study may also serve as a basis for future 
research on adaptations of the Cello Suites for guitar, Bach’s arranging process, and Duarte’s 
arrangements for guitar, as well as more general research relating to the guitar, Bach’s music, 
and the possibilities, issues, and complexities of musical arrangement.  






Essentially, there are three primary types of adaptation, each of which overlap with one another: 
transcription, arrangement, and orchestration. It is helpful to keep in mind that these terms are 
not absolute. Rather, they describe several general approaches that musicians and composers 
have used through the centuries to create versions of a piece of music. The crucial concept here 
is that all three terms describe different processes and means of creating versions of a pre-
existing piece, rather than borrowing a musical idea from an existing piece and transforming it 
into a new composition (Kivy 2002, 236–238). Despite their porous and somewhat indeterminate 
definitions, in the interest of clarity, I attempt a brief overview of these terms below as they will 
be used in this study.  
Transcription involves adapting a work from one instrument or group of instruments to 
another, with the objective of retaining the essential content of the work. As stated by Richard 
Beaudoin and Joseph Moore, “musical transcription has the conservative goal of re-expressing 
the content of the target work in a new musical context” (Beaudoin and Moore 2010, 106). 
Sometimes, this results in an exact, note-for-note transcription; other times, adjustments are 
made to fit the timbre, register, pitch range, and overall capabilities of the instrument. The 
content of a transcription is also affected by whether the intended instrument is monophonic or 
polyphonic. Monophonic instruments can generally only play one note at a time, whereas 
polyphonic instruments can play multiple notes at the same time. For example, a transcription for 
flute (a monophonic instrument) of a work originally written for piano (a polyphonic instrument) 
would almost inevitably include a thinner musical texture than the original. It might also be 
transposed to a different key, to accommodate differences in range between the two instruments. 
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By contrast, a transcription for piano of a work originally written for flute may utilize additional 
voices and a wider pitch range than present in the original piece due to the polyphonic 
capabilities of the piano (Beaudoin and Moore 2010, 107–108; Kane 2018, 524). 
Arrangement also usually involves the adaptation of a work for a different instrument or 
group of instruments than it was originally intended. In addition, however, there is a focus on 
retaining the most distinctive and recognizable aspects of the music while also making changes 
to better suit the intended medium or function. Arrangements often take a less exacting approach 
than transcriptions, and sometimes include added or altered harmonies, melody, accompaniment, 
or the application of various compositional techniques, some of which may add new material to 
the work being arranged. Unlike transcriptions (as defined for the purposes of this study), these 
adjustments can be made for reasons of musical expression beyond accommodating the strengths 
and weaknesses of a given instrument (Davies 2003, 49–51; Kane 2018, 514).  
Orchestration consists of the transcription or arrangement of music for a musical 
ensemble, such as an orchestra, band, or string quartet. This type of adaptation is often—but not 
always—more in line with the concept of transcription, retaining most of the notes and 
indications in the original score while making changes to the texture through the addition of 
instrumental or vocal parts. In these cases, the main aspects of the original work being changed 
are the instrumentation, pitch range, and musical texture. On the other hand, orchestrations 
sometimes can be classified as arrangements, especially when they include changes in harmony, 
melody, or the addition of introductions, endings, transitions, and other compositional devices 
(Dethorne 2014, 124–127).  
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Transcriptions, Arrangements, and Orchestrations of Bach’s Works 
 
The transcription, arrangement, and orchestration of Bach’s music has a long tradition, 
beginning with the composer himself. Bach composed many of his works by transcribing, 
arranging, orchestrating, borrowing ideas, and otherwise adapting material from earlier works. 
For example, the Gloria from BWV 191 was adapted from his Mass in B Minor, BWV 232; the 
Fugue from Prelude and Fugue in D Minor, BWV 539 was adapted from Violin Sonata No. 1 in 
G Minor, BWV 1001; and the fourth movement of his cantata “Herr Gott, Beherrscher aller 
Dinge,” BWV 120a is an adaptation of Partita for Violin No. 3, BWV 1006. Furthermore, the 
Fugue from BWV 1001; Partita for Violin No. 3, BWV 1006; and Cello Suite No. 5, BWV 1011 
were arranged for lute or related instruments (BWV 1000, 1006a, and BWV 995, respectively). 
Bach also arranged the works of other composers, including Stabat Mater by Giovanni Battista 
Pergolesi (BWV 1083) and several concertos by Antonio Vivaldi (BWV 593, 596, 972, 976, 
978), among other works (Besseler, et al. 1954–2007, I/xli, IV/viii, 30, IV/viii, 3, V/xi, 3, V/xi, 
39, V/xi, 56).  
Many other composers followed suit in this regard. For instance, in 1782, Wolfgang 
Amadeus Mozart wrote an arrangement of five fugues from Book 2 of Bach’s Well-Tempered 
Clavier for string quartet (K. 405/BWV 871, 876, 878, 877, 874). In the nineteenth century, Felix 
Mendelssohn famously arranged Bach’s St. Matthew Passion, BWV 244 in 1829, and he wrote a 
piano accompaniment for the Chaconne from Partita No. 2 for Solo Violin, BWV 1004 in 1847 
(Szabó 2016, 237–241). This was among the first in a flurry of transcriptions, arrangements and 
adaptations of Bach’s music published during the nineteenth century, undoubtedly contributing 
to the concurrent revival of Bach’s music. Later in the century, Robert Schumann composed 
piano accompaniments to all six Cello Suites, and Charles Gounod’s Ave Maria used Prelude in 
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C Major, BWV 846, as an accompaniment to Gounod’s new melody. In addition, Franz Liszt 
also transcribed some of Bach’s organ music for piano (S463/R120 is a transcription of BWV 
542, and S462/R119 is a transcription of BWV 543–548).  
In the early twentieth century, Feruccio Busoni transcribed Bach’s organ music from 
“Komm, Gott, Schöpfer, heiliger Geist,” BWV 667 for the piano, and Edward Elgar orchestrated 
Fantasia & Fugue in C minor, BWV 537. This was followed by Arnold Schoenberg’s 
orchestrations of Chorale Preludes “Schmücke dich, o liebe Seele,” BWV 654, “Komm, Gott 
Schöpfer, heiliger Geist,” BWV 667, and Prelude and Fugue, BWV 552. Other notable twentieth 
century adaptations of Bach’s music from the classical tradition include Anton Webern’s 1934 
orchestration of the Fuga from The Musical Offering, BWV 1079, and Igor Stravinsky’s 1955 
arrangement of Canonic Variations, BWV 769. (Beaudoin and Moore 2010, 107–111; Fojas 
2017, 13; Tomita 2000, 367–368; Wolff 2020, 253–304).  
Adaptations of Bach’s music in the twentieth century also proliferated from jazz and 
popular genres. For instance, The Swingle Singers, a jazz vocal group, recorded two albums 
showcasing their transcriptions and arrangements of Bach’s music for jazz vocal ensemble. Their 
first Bach album, “Bach’s Greatest Hits,” includes selections from Bach’s The Art of Fugue, 
BWV 1080; Well-Tempered Clavier, BWV 846–893; Sonatas and Partitas for Solo Violin, BWV 
1001–1006; Orchestral Suites, BWV 1066–1069, and other works. Similarly, their second Bach 
album “Bach Hits Back: A New A Capella Tribute” features additional adaptations of 
movements from the previously mentioned works, as well as pieces from Bach’s Brandenburg 
Concertos, BWV 1046–1051; Mass in B Minor, BWV 232; St. Matthew Passion, BWV 244; and 
several chorales (Elie 2013, 291–292; The Swingle Singers 1963, 1991).  
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In addition, electronic musician and composer Wendy Carlos has recorded numerous 
albums of Bach’s music arranged or transcribed for moog synthesizer, perhaps most notably her 
debut 1968 album “Switched-On Bach” (Carlos 1968). This album includes movements from 
Bach’s Two-Part Inventions and Sinfonias, BWV 772–801; Brandenburg Concertos, BWV 
1046–1051; Well-Tempered Clavier, BWV 846–893, as well as several chorales and cantatas. 
Jazz pianist Jacques Loussier also recorded many albums of his arrangements of Bach’s music, 
in this case arranged for the swing jazz style. A compilation of some of these arrangements can 
be heard on Loussier’s 1985 album “The Best of Play Bach,” which features Preludes No. 1 and 
No. 2, BWV 846 and 847; movements from Bach’s Orchestral Suites, BWV 1066–1069, as well 
as Bach’s Italian Concerto, BWV 971; Concerto in D Minor, BWV 1052, and other works. 
Likewise, the Australian rock band Sky recorded their arrangement of Bach’s Toccata and Fugue 
in D Minor, BWV 565 in 1980 (Elie 2013, 8, 468; Loussier 1985; Sky 1980).  
 
Transcriptions and Arrangements for Guitar 
 
There is also a long history of guitarists and composers transcribing and arranging works for 
guitar that were previously intended for other mediums. This may have occurred as a result of 
the relatively small number of works for guitar written by prominent composers, as well as the 
desire of guitarists to play familiar and well-known pieces of music. In his collection of music 
for the vihuela (a close relative to the early five course guitar) published in 1538, Luis de 
Narvaez included several adaptations of movements from masses originally written by Josquin 
des Prez. Nearly two hundred years later (in 1732), Santiago de Murcia adapted violin works by 
Arcangelo Corelli for five course guitar. The nineteenth century saw an influx of guitar 
arrangements. Examples of this development include Mauro Giuliani’s guitar arrangements of 
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pieces from Rossini operas for guitar (published in 1820); guitar arrangements of Schubert lieder 
by Johann Kaspar Mertz approximately two decades later; and Justin Holland’s mid to late 
nineteenth century arrangements of arias and airs from operas by Giuseppe Verdi, Gioachino 
Rossini, and other notable composers (Fojas 2017, 16–18; Holland 1888, 111, 115; Tyler and 
Sparks 2002, 20, 32, 40, 159–160).  
The increased interest in Bach’s music during this time also influenced new additions to 
the guitar repertoire. For instance, in the late nineteenth century, Francisco Tárrega made one of 
the first notable guitar arrangements of J.S. Bach’s music. Specifically, Tárrega arranged the 
Fugue in G Minor, BWV 1000; the Bourrées from Violin Partita No. 1 in B Minor, BWV 1002; 
and the Bourrées from Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009 for guitar. Tárrega’s most notable students, 
Emilio Pujol and Miguel Llobet, also adapted works by Bach for guitar, such as Pujol’s 
transcription of the Fugue from BWV 1005, and Llobet’s transcription of the Sarabande from 
BWV 1002. In the early twentieth century, Agustin Barrios arranged the Gavotte and Rondeau 
from Suite in E Major, BWV 1006a, followed in 1934 by Andrés Segovia’s landmark 
arrangement of the Chaconne from Violin Partita in D Minor, BWV 1004 (Fojas 2017, 13–104; 
Wade 2012, 74–79). In the late 1950’s, John Duarte created his arrangements of Cello Suite No. 
1, BWV 1007 and Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009, which were published in 1965. A second 
edition of both works was published in 1982 (Duarte 1982). More recently, Stanley Yates, 
Manuel Barrueco, and Jeffrey McFadden have also published or recorded guitar arrangements of 
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Bach’s Arrangements of His Own Works for Lute or Related Instruments 
 
During Bach’s time, the concept of a musical work was less fixed than tends to be the case 
among many classical musicians today. The activities of composition, improvisation and 
performance were sometimes intertwined with one another, for instance in the cases of realizing 
thoroughbass, partimenti, and ornamentation indications. Rather than being viewed as a fixed, 
autonomous work, a composition was in general not regarded as immutably finished. Instead, it 
was seen as being in dialogue with other works and musical ideas (Lutterman 2006, 1). This is 
especially pertinent when discussing Bach’s arrangements of his own works for lute or related 
instruments, as these arrangements include the addition of notes, voices, harmonies, contrapuntal 
lines, and other compositional devices (Yates 1998, 18).  
For instance, the Fugue from BWV 1000, BWV 1006a, and BWV 995 are Bach’s 
arrangements for lute or related instruments of the Fugue from BWV 1001, Partita for Violin No. 
3, BWV 1006, and Cello Suite No. 5, BWV 1011, respectively. In his arrangements of these 
works for lute or related instruments, Bach adds lower and middle voices, and elaborates the 
melodies, harmonies, texture, and rhythm. These additions realize implied harmonies and 
implied polyphonic melodies, and also accommodate the differences in texture and resonance of 
the lute and related instruments as compared to bowed string instruments (Fojas 2017, 13). This 
is an idiomatic approach to arrangement which considers the individual capabilities of the 
intended instrument(s). These works were originally written for an unaccompanied bowed string 
instrument and arranged by Bach for an unaccompanied plucked string instrument. As a result, 
these mediums mirror the arranging situation present in Duarte’s arrangement of BWV 1009, as 
BWV 1009 was originally written for a bowed string instrument (cello) and arranged by Duarte 
for a plucked string instrument (guitar). Consequently, they may serve as case studies of Bach’s 
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arranging process for these mediums, which can then be applied to analysis of Duarte’s 




The concept of musical adaptation and its subcategories of arrangement, transcription, and 
orchestration have been comprehensively investigated by many researchers. For instance, 
consider the works of Stephen Davies, Brian Kane, and Peter Kivy. In his monograph Themes in 
the Philosophy of Music, Davies explores four aspects pertaining to the philosophy of music: 
ontology, performance, expression, and appreciation of music. In Davies’s view, a musical work 
is an objectively real object. Transcription is defined as being faithful to the musical content 
while also taking into account the capabilities of the intended medium. Arrangement is viewed as 
being a more extensively modified variant of transcription, which may “compose and recompose 
the musical content of its source” (Davies 2003, 50).  
In his article “Jazz, Mediation, Ontology,” Brian Kane addresses many of the same issues 
as Davies, but applies these inquiries to jazz, arguing for a more flexible conception regarding 
the ontology of a musical work. According to Kane, the identity and meaning of a musical work 
is something that emerges over time by means of performances, adaptations, and mediations by 
social networks, rather than reaching its final form at the moment of completion. In this view, 
transcription is the replication (with or without modification) of a musical work, whereas 
arrangement presupposes significant changes to the harmony, melody, and form while generally 
retaining some elements of the work’s “work-determinative properties” (Kane 2018, 507).  
By contrast, Peter Kivy, in his book Introduction to a Philosophy of Music, discusses 
arrangement and transcription without substantial delineation between these two terms. Instead, 
Kivy defines both transcriptions and arrangements as “‘versions’ of the same work” from which 
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it was derived (Kivy 2001, 237). Although Kivy, like Davies, argues that a musical work is 
objectively real and relatively fixed, his view of arrangement and transcription is quite broad, 
encompassing adaptation of the music by the arranger, transcriber, or performer. In this view, 
modifications of a given work by an arranger or transcriber, as well as the unique interpretation 
of each performer, are all considered to be arrangements or transcriptions (Kivy 2001, 238).  
The issue of adaptation and Bach’s music has also been extensively researched by 
scholars and performers. For example, recent research on this topic has been undertaken by 
scholars Richard Beaudoin and Joseph Moore, Jonathan Lutterman, and Zoltan Szabó. In their 
article “Conceiving Musical Transdialection,” Beaudoin and Moore investigate the boundaries of 
transcription through the lens of Bach transcriptions and orchestrations from the twentieth 
century by Feruccio Busoni, Anton Webern, Igor Stravinsky, Ignaz Friedman, and Michael 
Finnissy. Beaudoin and Moore note the wide range of approaches to adaptation in these 
examples, from Busoni and Webern’s nearly note-for-note adaptations to Stravinsky, Friedman 
and Finnissy’s less exacting versions which freely add melodic and harmonic material. Because 
of the wide range of adaptations grouped under the umbrella of transcription and orchestration, 
Beaudoin and Moore propose the term “transdialection” for adaptations which make more 
additions than are required for the effective transfer from one medium to another (Beaudoin and 
Moore 2010, 111–114).  
In his 2006 PhD dissertation “Works in Progress: J. S. Bach’s Suites for Solo Cello as 
Artifacts of Improvisatory Practices,” Jonathan Lutterman provides a comprehensive exploration 
of the ontology of musical works and role of improvisation during Bach’s time. Through an in-
depth survey of the cultural, musical, and philosophical contexts of the Baroque Suite, figured 
bass realization, solo music for the cello, improvisation, and Bach’s Cello Suites, Lutterman 
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advocates a flexible interpretation of Bach’s works grounded in Baroque performance practice. 
Instead of presenting Bach’s music as fixed and unalterable, Lutterman shows that Bach and his 
contemporaries viewed compositions as readily adaptable and in dialogue with other works 
(Lutterman 2006, 24).  
From Bach’s time to the present, numerous editions (and, thus, transcriptions) of the 
Cello Suites have been created and published. Scholar Zoltán Szabó took on the extensive 
undertaking of examining this edition history in his 2016 PhD dissertation “Problematic Sources, 
Problematic Transmission: An Outline of the Edition History of the Solo Cello Suites by J.S. 
Bach.” As Szabó notes, the early sources are themselves “problematic” as they significantly 
differ with one another. However, in the absence of an autograph manuscript, these sources have 
become the basis of every subsequent edition of the Cello Suites, causing what Szabó defines as 
“problematic transmission.” Szabó focuses on the edition history of the Cello Suites for solo 
cello, though he also briefly discusses adaptations of this work for other instruments. Overall, 
Szabó provides a thorough overview of the four early sources, as well as subsequent critical 
editions, facsimile editions, interpretive editions, analytical editions, arrangements, and 
transcriptions, concluding that there is ultimately no ideal edition of the Cello Suites. Instead, 
Szabó advocates the creation of a digital edition compiling extant sources and editions with clear 
identification of their similarities and differences, from which performers and scholars could 
make educated interpretive and performative decisions (Szabó 2016, 247–248).  
Recent research on guitar transcriptions and arrangements of Bach’s music has been 
undertaken by Graham Wade, Tariq Harb, Ivar-Nicholas Fojas, and Stanley Yates. Wade takes a 
comprehensive approach as a part of his monograph Traditions of the Classical Guitar, 
providing a detailed historical overview of how transcriptions and arrangements of Bach’s music 
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became an integral part of the contemporary repertoire (Wade 2012). By contrast, Harb 
advocates an idiomatic approach to arranging Bach for guitar by means of thorough examination 
of the arranging process, historical context, and Bach’s arrangements of his own works. In 
addition, Harb illustrates how one might practically apply his conclusions by arranging Bach’s 
Partita No. 1, BWV 1002 for guitar and showing the arranging process in intricate detail (Harb 
2014). Similarly, Fojas compares and contrasts three versions of BWV 995 (BWV 1011 and two 
lute adaptations of BWV 995) and applies his findings to creating an idiomatic and historically 
informed guitar arrangement of Cello Suite No. 6, BWV 1012 (Fojas 2017). Yates also 
emphasizes the importance of adapting Bach’s unaccompanied string music to guitar in an 
historically informed manner, with a focus on how one might realize Bach’s implied polyphony 
on the guitar by adding notes, but only to bring out Bach’s implied harmonic and contrapuntal 
structures (Yates 1998).  
This literature provides a thorough overview of general arranging principles, as well as 
those specific to guitar arrangements. In addition, Barrueco, Fojas, Harb, and Yates have 
published arrangements of Bach’s music for guitar (Barrueco 2013; Fojas 2017; Harb 2014; 
Yates 1998). This has enhanced the literature by illustrating practical application of arranging 
principles, and providing contemporary guitarists with more options from which to base their 
interpretations and performances.  
 
Summary 
          
In the preceding section, I provide a brief overview of recent literature within three primary 
topics: musical adaptation in general, the adaptation of Bach’s music, and adaptations of Bach’s 
music for guitar. As explored by Davies, Kane, and Kivy, there are three main types of musical 
adaptation—transcription, arrangement, and orchestration—all of which overlap with one 
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another yet also differ in some respects. Davies, Kane, and Beaudoin and Moore view 
transcription as the transferring of a musical work from one medium to another while making 
minimal, primarily idiomatic changes, whereas arrangements take a more liberal approach, freely 
adding notes, harmonies, voices, and other compositional devices. Kivy, on the other hand, 
broadly groups transcriptions and arrangements together as versions of an existing work that can 
be created by composers, arrangers, transcribers, and performers. Davies observes that 
orchestration often resembles transcription, with the notable difference that the intended medium 
is typically a musical ensemble (Beaudoin and Moore 2010; Davies 2003; Kane 2018; Kivy 
2001).  
As noted by Lutterman and Szabó, the perceived ontology of a musical work tended to be 
far more flexible during Bach’s time than it is today. Works were viewed as being in dialogue 
with one another and subject to adaptation depending on the intended medium. This puts in 
perspective Bach’s frequent transcription and arrangement of his own works, and is an important 
consideration for how best to respectfully engage with Bach’s compositions. Moreover, because 
there is no autograph manuscript of the Cello Suites, all extant editions of the Cello Suites are 
themselves transcriptions or arrangements (Lutterman 2006; Szabó 2016). Again, as noted 
above, in the sense that modern editions of these suites (especially the fifth and sixth suites) are 
for the modern cello—which naturally did not exist at the time Bach composed these works—
they inevitably involve adaptations from the instrument for which they were intended to a 
different instrument, one that possesses somewhat different sonic and technical possibilities.  
While Wade provides a broad historical overview of adapting Bach’s music for guitar, 
Harb, Fojas, and Yates take a different approach, focusing on adaptations of individual works by 
Bach. For instance, Harb applies his detailed analysis of Baroque performance practices and 
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Bach’s adaptations of his own works to creating his own arrangement of BWV 1002 for guitar. 
Fojas takes a similar approach to Harb, examining three early sources of BWV 995 (BWV 1011 
and two lute manuscripts of BWV 995), identifying both general and guitar-specific arranging 
principles from this analysis, and applying it to his own arrangement of BWV 1012. Yates, by 
contrast, utilizes numerous excerpts from Bach’s unaccompanied string works, Bach’s 
arrangements of these works for lute or keyboard, and period arrangements of Bach’s music by 
other composers and musicians to illustrate his approach to arranging Bach for guitar. 
Consequently, Yates’ methodology differs in some respects from that used by Wade, Harb, and 
Fojas. However, his arranging philosophy closely resembles the approach argued by Harb and 
Fojas, advocating the utilization of the polyphonic capabilities of the guitar to fully realize the 
harmonies and voices implied in the unaccompanied string works of Bach (Fojas 2017; Harb 
2014; Wade 2012; Yates 1998).  
  The literature discussed above provides a solid foundation for the exploration of musical 
adaptation and Bach’s music, as well as how these broader findings can be applied to adaptations 
of Bach’s music for guitar. This study draws from this literature, and advocates an idiomatic 
approach to arranging Bach for guitar similar to that which has been argued by Fojas, Harb, and 
Yates. However, this study (to the best of my knowledge) is the first study that specifically 
explores the Anna Magdalena Bach manuscript and John W. Duarte arrangement of BWV 1009 

















Analysis of Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009 
 
As previously mentioned, the Cello Suites were composed by J.S. Bach approximately between 
1717–1723, during his residence at Cöthen. This collection consists of six suites, the first four of 
which were likely intended for unaccompanied Baroque cello. The fifth suite utilizes an altered 
tuning in which the top string of the cello is tuned down a whole step from A to G, and the sixth 
suite is written for an unspecified five-string cello-like instrument. Despite the variability of their 
performance medium, however, they are typically referred to as “Cello” Suites, as I shall 
continue to do here. There is no surviving autograph manuscript, and only four verifiable, extant, 
roughly contemporary manuscripts of the Cello Suites dating from the eighteenth century. The 
analysis below is based on Bach’s original as presented in the Anna Magdalena Bach 
manuscript, which is the manuscript that I focus on for the purposes of this project.  
All six suites are in Baroque dance suite form. In this layout, there are four primary 
movements—the Allemande, Courante, Sarabande, and Gigue—as well as auxiliary movements, 
such as the Prelude, Bourrée, Minuet, and Gavotte. Each of the Cello Suites opens with a 
Prelude, which is then followed by an Allemande, Courante, and Sarabande. After this, an 
auxiliary movement is inserted before the Gigue, the final movement of all six suites.  
Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009, like each of the six Cello Suites, begins with a Prelude. 
This movement is through-composed and involves extensive use of sequences and scalar 
passages. The piece can be viewed as being comprised of three main sections. The first section 
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begins in C major and modulates in turn to the dominant, relative minor, and back to the tonic by 
means of sequences and circle of fifths progressions before ending on m. 45 on a half cadence in 
the tonic key. The second section begins in a manner similar to the first, and features a pedal tone 
on the dominant over several melodic sequences outlining tonic and dominant harmonies. The 
pedal point continues until m. 61, which concludes this section on a half cadence. The final 
section launches into another sequence, which then leads into a series of incomplete cadences 
before the piece ends on an exact repetition of the opening measure to lead to a perfect authentic 
cadence in the tonic key.  
The second movement is an Allemande in a moderate tempo, a flowing German dance in 
4/4 time that begins on an upbeat comprising three sixteenth notes. It is in simple binary form, 
and both sections are the same length (each section is 12 measures long). Throughout, there is a 
sense of forward momentum, driven in large part by several rhythmic motives, most of which are 
introduced in the first half of the piece. The first section begins in C major before modulating to 
the dominant key of G major toward the outset of the second phrase, leading to the first section 
ending on a perfect authentic cadence in G in m. 12. The second section opens with the same 
material presented at the beginning of the first section, this time transposed up a perfect fifth to 
the dominant key. From there, the second section modulates from G major through A minor 
before making its way back to C major. The piece concludes with a perfect authentic cadence in 
this key, elongated by a one measure phrase expansion.  
The Courante is in 3/4 time, has a continuous and lively eighth note texture, opens with 
an eighth note pickup, and is in simple binary form. The second section is slightly longer than 
the first section (the first section spans from mm. 1–40, whereas the second section is from m. 
41–84). Although spelled “courante,” which is the French, slower variant of this dance, the piece 
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is closer to the Italian “corrente” in both character and texture (Winold 2007, 49). The first 
section starts in C major and modulates to the dominant key in the middle of the section, 
concluding with a perfect authentic cadence in the dominant key. The second section begins in 
the dominant key, modulates through the tonic, supertonic, and relative minor keys (G major, D 
minor, and A minor, respectively) before returning to the tonic key with a half cadence in the 
tonic key in m. 72. From mm. 73–78, there is an exact repetition of mm. 29–35, this time 
transposed down a perfect fifth to the tonic key. The final phrase, however, differs from the final 
phrase of the first section, ending with a perfect authentic cadence in the tonic key in m. 84.  
The Sarabande is a slow tempo movement in the key of C major, in 3/4 time, and is 
framed by a simple binary form, with the second section being twice as long as the first section. 
It often employs non-chord tones on the second beat, and the BACH motive appears in m. 21–22 
of Bach’s original (B-flat, A, C, and B natural—the B natural is written as “H” in German; see 
Fig. 2.1 below).  
 
Figure 2.1: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Sarabande, mm. 21–22. Note the BACH motive 
present in the lower voice. 
 
  A quarter note – dotted eighth note – sixteenth note rhythmic motive appears in the first 
section and is embellished during the second section. The long–short rhythm introduced by this 
motive is a constant throughout the movement. This movement starts in C major and modulates 
to G major by the end of the first section, ending the section with a perfect authentic cadence in 
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the dominant key. The second section begins in the dominant key, and then tonicizes various 
keys before cadencing in the supertonic key, D minor, in mm. 15–16. After this, the music 
moves through the dominant to lead back to the tonic key in the final phrase, which concludes 
with a perfect authentic cadence in this key.  
Within each Cello Suite, a single auxiliary movement or pair of auxiliary movements of 
the same type are inserted between the Sarabande and the Gigue. In the third Cello Suite, a pair 
of Bourrées are placed between these movements. The first Bourrée (spelled “bouree” in Bach’s 
original) is a moderate tempo movement in 4/4 time, in the key of C major. It is in balanced 
binary form, as the end of the first section reappears at the end of the second section. The second 
section is more than twice as long as the first section, and each section begins with a pickup 
consisting of two eighth notes. The first section begins in the tonic key and modulates to the 
dominant, ending on a perfect authentic cadence in the dominant. The second section starts on 
the dominant with a variant of the opening theme. The music then modulates to the tonic and 
relative minor keys before landing firmly back in C major for the last two phrases, ending with a 
perfect authentic cadence in the home key.  
The second Bourrée is in C minor, the parallel minor of C major. This is the only 
movement of BWV 1009 that is in a minor key. It is in 4/4 time, played at a similar tempo to the 
first Bourrée, and it is in simple binary form. The second section is twice as long as the first 
section. The first section stays in the tonic key, ending with a cadence in the relative major, E-
flat, in m. 8. The second section also starts in the relative major before modulating through G 
minor to return to the tonic, ending the piece with a perfect authentic cadence. At the end of this 
piece, there is an indication to play the first Bourrée again. Although the first Bourrée is often 
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performed without repeats after the second Bourrée, there is no indication to do so in Bach’s 




Figure 2.2: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Bourrée II, mm. 22–24. 
Note the indication to repeat Bourrée I, written after the double bar line. Although this indication 




The third Cello Suite concludes with a Gigue, a fast dance movement of English and Irish 
provenance in 3/8 time. This Gigue is in the key of C major and is in balanced binary form, as 
the end of the first section repeats at the conclusion of the second section, slightly varied (see 
Fig. 2.3).  
  






Figure 2.3: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Gigue. (a) mm. 37–54. (b) mm. 91–109. 
Note that mm. 41–52 are repeated (with some variation and transposed down a perfect fifth) in 
mm. 92–104. 
 
  The first section begins in the tonic key and modulates to the dominant key midway 
through the section, ending on a perfect authentic cadence in the dominant key. The second 
section modulates back to the tonic key of C major, then tonicizes A minor and F major before 
returning a final time to the tonic key. The return to the home key is accompanied by a return of 
material first presented in the first section, concluding the movement—and the entire suite—with 
a perfect authentic cadence in the tonic key.  
The third Cello Suite combines predetermined formal structures with substantial 
compositional ingenuity, working in dialogue with the Baroque instrumental suite form while 
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also making use of the idiomatic potential of the Baroque cello and five-string cello-like 
instrument(s). Perhaps because this work follows the Baroque dance suite form, there are certain 
recurring musical characteristics throughout the suite. These include the use of binary form for 
almost all movements of BWV 1009 (except for the Prelude), modulations to closely related 
keys, rhythmic and melodic motives and sequences, scalar passages, and pedal tones. The key of 
C major also suits the tuning of the Baroque and modern cello (C, G, D, A), as this key allows 
for numerous readily available double stops and open strings, which increases the playability and 
musical resonance of this suite.  
 
Data Analysis of John W. Duarte’s Arrangement of BWV 1009 
 
As noted earlier, John W. Duarte made several significant changes in his arrangement of BWV 
1009 as compared to Bach’s original. Specifically, he transposed the work to a different key, as 
shown in the passage cited in Fig. 2.4, and he made alterations to notes, slurs, note durations, and 
octave spacings between voices. Duarte’s transposition from the key of C major to the key of A 
major applies to all movements of the work. This enables the guitarist to play all movements of 
the work in standard tuning (E, A, D, G, B, E), and it also facilitates the use of the open strings 
of the guitar.  
  




        
Figure 2.4: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Prelude, m. 1. 
Note the difference in key signature between the Anna Magdalena Bach manuscript (left) and the 
John W. Duarte arrangement (right). 
 
Another significant change is the addition (and occasional removal) of notes not present 
in Bach’s original (see Figs. 2.5 and 2.6). Throughout Duarte’s arrangement, notes are often 
added and sometimes removed, perhaps to better suit the tuning and additional polyphonic 
capabilities of the guitar. Additionally, these alterations may also serve to more fully realize 
implied harmonies present in this work. 
 
 
     
Figure 2.5: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Sarabande, m. 7–8. 
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Figure 2.6: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Prelude, m. 77. 
Note the difference in voicing between the John W. Duarte arrangement (right) as compared to 
Bach’s original (left). In the Duarte arrangement, the second voice from the bottom is removed, 
while the second voice from the top is added. 
 
The placement and inclusion of slurs also markedly differs from Bach’s original, with 
many added and removed slurs. The vast majority of slurs in Duarte’s arrangement are indicated 
with a broken and curved line, which is typically executed by means of left hand legato. By 
contrast, slurs in Bach’s original are indicated with an unbroken and curved line (Fig. 2.7). This 
is important to note, as the implied execution of slurs may have impacted Duarte’s choice of slur 
additions and removals.  
 
       
Figure 2.7: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Prelude, m. 33. 
Note the eight note slur in Bach’s original (left), which is not present in the Duarte arrangement 
(right). Instead, there is a two note slur covering the second and third notes of the upper voice.	
 
Although implied voices and harmonies are indicated in Bach’s original, Duarte’s 
arrangement takes this concept further by precisely indicating the intended duration of each 
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voice. This sometimes results in changes to the written duration of notes in Duarte’s 
arrangement, as can be seen in figure 2.8 below: 
 
         
 
Figure 2.8: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Courante, m. 2. 
The first note in Bach’s original (left) is an eighth note, whereas the same note in the Duarte 
arrangement (right) is written as a dotted half note. 
 
 
There are also instances in Duarte’s arrangement where notes present in Bach’s original 
are retained, but the number of octaves between the notes are different (Fig. 2.9). These 
differences in octave spacing tend to facilitate the use of an open string in one or more voices or 
otherwise result in a more playable fingering for the performer. 
 
        
 
Figure 2.9: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Prelude, m. 45. 
Note the difference in octave spacing between the first two notes of each four note group in 
Bach’s original (left) and the Duarte arrangement (right). The Duarte arrangement places these 
notes one octave wider than Bach’s original. 
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In the chart below (Table 2.1), I show the number of instances of added notes, removed 
notes, added slurs, removed slurs, different note durations, and different octave spacings in the 
Duarte arrangement as compared to these aspects of Bach’s original. In this chart, I define added 
notes and slurs as notes or slurs that are included in the Duarte arrangement but are not in Bach’s 
original. Removed notes and slurs are notes or slurs in Bach’s original which are either absent or 
replaced by other notes or slurs in the Duarte arrangement. Different note durations and different 
octave spacings are notes or octave spacings in which the duration or octave spacing indicated in 
















Prelude 113 5 64 129 4 49 
Allemande 118 1 43 56 26 23 
Courante 46 1 64 29 63 9 
Sarabande 77 0 11 21 10 10 
Bourrée I 86 0 7 27 1 1 
Bourrée II 92 0 15 18 0 0 
Gigue 93 1 36 109 72 75 
Combined 
total for all 
movements:  
625 8 240 389 176 167 
 
Table 2.1: The number of added notes, removed notes, added slurs, removed slurs, different note 
durations, and different octave spacings in the Duarte arrangement of BWV 1009, as compared 
to Bach’s original. 
 
   
 
40 
As the chart shows, the most frequent change in Duarte’s arrangement is the addition of 
notes, with a total of 625 instances of added notes. This is followed by removed slurs and added 
slurs, which add up to 389 and 240, respectively. There are a similar number of instances of 
different note durations (176) and different octave spacings (167). The aspect with the smallest 
total number of instances is the category of removed notes, with only 8 occurrences. Perhaps 
most significantly, the vast majority of instances in each category can be interpreted as idiomatic 
changes. For instance, the large number of added notes may be seen as accommodating the 
additional strings and shorter sustain of the guitar as compared to the cello, and similar 
arguments can be made for the addition and removal of slurs, as well as differences in note 
duration and octave spacings present in Duarte’s arrangement of BWV 1009.  
 
Added and Removed Notes 
 
The majority of added notes included in the Duarte arrangement appear to serve two primary 
functions: (1) as bass notes, and (2) to more fully realize implied harmonies through the addition 
of inner voices. The added bass notes and added inner voices thicken the overall texture and add 
emphasis to the harmonies, notes, or beats to which they are added.  
Typical examples of added bass notes in the Duarte arrangement can be seen in Figures 
2.10 and 2.11. In Figure 2.10, all of the original notes in Bach’s original are present, and two 
bass notes (E and G#) are added, perhaps to lend extra emphasis to the first and third beats. 
These notes, as well as the notes on metrically strong beats and each downbeat of m. 2 of the 
Prelude spell out a dominant seventh chord. Thus, the addition of these bass notes in the Duarte 
arrangement more clearly brings out this implied harmony. The second added bass note (G#) 
facilitates a sense of forward motion in the bass, and also functions as a leading tone, which 
resolves up to the tonic (A) in the next measure. Likewise, in Figure 2.11, the upper voice of 
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Bach’s original is retained with the addition of three bass notes (F#, E#, F#), perhaps solidifying 
the implied tonic–dominant–tonic harmony and adding stress to the first, third, and fourth beats 
of the measure. 
 
        
 
Figure 2.10: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Prelude, m. 2. 
Notice the two added bass notes in Duarte’s arrangement (right) as compared to Bach’s original 
(left). The placement of these added notes emphasizes the downbeat of beats one and three. 
 
 
       
 
Figure 2.11: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Bourrée I, m. 13. 
Three bass notes are added in the Duarte arrangement (right) as compared to the same measure in 
Bach’s original (left). 
 
  
  In other passages, both bass notes and inner voices are added in Duarte’s arrangement. 
For instance, consider the passage in Figure 2.12. Here, bass notes are added on the first, third, 
and fourth beats, and a middle voice is also added to the downbeat of the measure. The added 
bass notes function similarly to the examples presented in Figures 2.10 and 2.11, and the added 
inner voice conclusively realizes the implied A minor harmony. Additionally, the ascending bass 
line (consisting of the notes A, B, and C) can be interpreted as an inversion of the upper voice. 
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That is, the C–B–A that begins the top voice melody in m. 1 is counterpointed in the bass during 
this measure by an inversion of this motion, in longer notes: A–B–C. 
 
        
 
Figure 2.12: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Bourrée II, m. 1. 
Three bass notes, as well as one added middle voice, are added in the Duarte arrangement, 
whereas the same measure in Bach’s original shows only the upper voice. 
 
  
  Duarte also tends to add bass notes and inner voices at or near cadences, perhaps to draw 
attention to their musical significance. This can be seen in Figure 2.13, which shows the final 
measure of the first section of the Courante as it appears in Duarte’s arrangement. This measure 
concludes the section on a perfect authentic cadence in the dominant key. Although the same 
measure in Bach’s original includes only the tonic note, Duarte moves this tonic note one octave 
lower, and adds a third and high octave a tenth and two octaves higher, respectively. These 
changes result in a three voice texture, thus helping to solidify this cadence. 
  




      
 
Figure 2.13: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Courante, m. 40. 
The tonic note in Bach’s original is lowered by one octave, and a third and high octave are added 
in the Duarte arrangement, thus creating a three voice texture. 
 
 
In Figure 2.14, Duarte goes a step further, adding both a bass note and a six-note chord to 
the downbeat of the measure, thus realizing the tonic harmony implied in Bach’s original. This 
six-note chord also uses all six strings of the guitar, and would naturally be impossible to play on 
the four-stringed cello. Duarte also adds a grace note tied to the first note of the upper voice, 
which seems to indicate that the melody note is to be played before the chord. This may serve to 
highlight the presence of an upper voice note accompanied by a sonically dense chord, 
compensating for the potential for the upper voice to be drowned out by the chord. Additionally, 
the wavy line inserted before this chord is an arpeggio indication, meaning that the performer is 
to strum or pluck the chord one note at a time—as opposed to playing all of the notes 
simultaneously—after the initial top note is played. 
  





       
 
Figure 2.14: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Prelude, m. 87. 
The six-note chord added in Duarte’s arrangement (right) can be viewed as a realization of the 
tonic harmony implied by the unaccompanied upper voice in Bach’s original (left). 
 
 Another example of large, sonically dense chords being added in the Duarte arrangement 
can be seen in Figure 2.15, which shows the opening measure of the Sarabande. While only one 
note is added to the already substantial four note tonic chord on the downbeat, three inner voices 
and one bass note are added to the dominant chord on the second beat. This results in a six-note 
chord, which replicates a sense of the sonic richness of this measure as it sounds on the cello, as 
well as fully realizing the implied dominant harmony. Also notice the half note duration of the 
lowest voice of the chord on the second beat, as compared to the dotted eighth note duration of 
the remaining notes. This seems to be an idiomatically driven change, as this voice also has the 
only open string in this chord, making it easier for the performer to hold this note for the full 
duration indicated.  
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Figure 2.15: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Sarabande, m. 1. 
Here, one note is added to the first chord and four notes (three inner voices and one bass voice) 
are added in Duarte’s arrangement (right). The same measure in Bach’s original is on the left. 
 
  
 Sometimes, added notes in the Duarte arrangement result in the realization of previously 
implicit harmonies that appear as a single voice in Bach’s original. This can be seen in Figure 
2.16, which shows m. 10 of Bourrée II as notated in Bach’s original and the Duarte arrangement. 
In this example, we see that this measure as it appears in Bach’s original includes one voice, 
whereas Duarte adds two inner voices and one bass note to the first and fifth notes in the upper 
voice. The first added chord is a tonic triad in first inversion, and the second added chord is a 
tonic triad in root position. This use of both a first inversion and root position triad adds variety 
and momentum while clearly bringing out the tonic harmony where it would otherwise be less 
explicitly present. 
 
          
 
Figure 2.16: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Bourrée II, m. 10. 
Note the single voice texture of this measure in Bach’s original (left) as compared to the added 
tonic harmonies on beats one and three in the Duarte arrangement (right). 
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In other cases, the addition of bass notes realizes instances of polyphonic melody as 
multiple voices, and also results in significant changes to note durations. For instance, consider 
the passage from the opening measures of the Allemande shown in Fig. 2.17 (next page). In the 
first measure, two bass notes are added, which more definitively brings out the tonic harmony. In 
addition, although all notes on the third and fourth beats are retained in the Duarte arrangement, 
there are significant differences in the durations of these notes. The tonic note on the downbeat 
of beat three is notated in Bach’s original as a sixteenth note, but is notated by Duarte as a 
quarter note tied to a sixteenth note. This note is indicated as implying polyphonic melody in 
Bach’s original, as it is notated both as an upwards and downwards stemmed note. However, in 
the Duarte arrangement, this note is notated with an upward stem only, and the next five notes 
(notated in Bach’s original as the upper voice) are stemmed downwards, thus realizing the 
polyphonic melody implied in Bach’s original.  
Similarly, the tonic note on the downbeat of the fourth beat is notated as a sixteenth note 
in Bach’s original, as compared to its quarter note duration in the Duarte arrangement, and also is 
stemmed differently. This note is notated as the upper voice in Bach’s original, but the Duarte 
arrangement reverses the stemming of this note. These differences in duration and stemming 
make the two voices implied in Bach’s original explicit in the Duarte arrangement. Additionally, 
in the first three beats of m. 2, Duarte adds a stepwise descending line of five notes in the bass 
voice. These notes harmonize the corresponding five upper voice notes (which also descend by 
step) in parallel tenths, perhaps highlighting the step progression occurring in the upper voice. 
  







Figure 2.17: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Allemande, mm. 1–2. 
Note the unaccompanied texture for this passage as it appears in Bach’s original (above), the 
addition of several bass notes in the Duarte arrangement (below), and Duarte’s addition of 
parallel tenths in the first three beats of the second measure. In addition, the Duarte arrangement 




In addition to their overall musical effects, these added notes are idiomatic for the guitar. 
Again, the guitar is a plucked instrument with six strings, whereas a cello is often played with a 
bow and has four strings. Because the guitar is plucked rather than bowed (as well as other 
factors including differences in the thicknesses, body shape, and material used for the strings and 
body of the guitar as compared to the cello), notes tend to ring out for a shorter amount of time 
on the guitar, as compared to the cello. This can cause passages with a primarily monophonic 
texture to sound especially quiet or thin on guitar, whereas these same passages can often sound 
full and rich on the cello due to its longer sustain, lower pitch range, and deeper resonance. 
However, the guitar does have the advantage of having more strings than the cello, resulting in 
ample opportunities to add bass notes and fill out chords in ways that may be difficult or even 
impossible to execute on a four or five string cello. Considering these factors, it can be argued 
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that the addition of bass notes and inner voices in Duarte’s arrangement creates a richer (and 
more cello-like) sonority while retaining its playability on the guitar.  
 Another, albeit more complex example of inner voices being used by Duarte to fill out or 
realize harmonies that are implied in Bach’s original can be seen in m. 12 of the Allemande (see 
Figs. 2.18 and 2.19). In this passage, Duarte adds the third and octave root to the first note, and 
the underlying harmonies of the final and second to last upper voices are realized by means of an 
added seventh to the second to last note and an added third and fifth to the final note. This brings 
out the dominant to tonic motion implied in Bach’s original, which emphasizes this (implied) 
perfect authentic cadence in the dominant key that concludes the first section of the Allemande.  
 
        
 
Figure 2.18: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Allemande, m. 12. 
This example shows the addition of inner voices, bass notes, imitation, and polyphonic melody 
in Duarte’s arrangement (right), illustrating Duarte’s realization of the harmony implied in this 
passage as it is notated in Bach’s original (left). 
 
 
There are also several other notable developments present in this passage. On the 
downbeat of m. 12 of the Allemande, there is an added quarter note E in the bass, as well as an 
eighth note G# in an inner voice. This difference in duration may have been chosen to enhance 
playability on the guitar, as the quarter note E is played on the open low E string of the guitar, 
whereas the G# cannot be played as an open string in standard tuning. As a result, the G# would 
need to be fretted by a left hand finger, making it difficult (although certainly possible) to sustain 
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for a longer duration than an eighth note while simultaneously moving up to fourth position to 
play the next several notes of the upper voice.  
Duarte also makes other changes in this passage, which go beyond the addition of bass 
notes and inner voices. This can be seen in Duarte’s transformation of the second beat of this 
measure (Fig. 2.19). The third note in this beat is moved one octave lower in the Duarte 
arrangement and notated as a separate voice. Then, Duarte adds E, G#, and A notes in the lower 
voice, and adds an A note in the middle voice, turning this previously single line passage into a 
three voice texture. This added figuration also creates imitation between the upper voice and the 
added lower voice. The first through third notes of this passage in both the Duarte arrangement 
and Bach’s original are E, G#, and A, the exact same notes (two octaves higher) as the notes in 
the added lower voice on the second beat. In addition, this progression in the lower voice further 
emphasizes the conclusiveness of this cadence by turning it into a standard cadential formula, the 
cadenza lunga (I6–IV–V–I). As a result, Duarte’s additions realize the implied harmonies in this 
measure, tailor this arrangement to the capabilities of the guitar, and incorporate the skillful use 
of added figuration, imitation, and polyphonic melody.  
  





Figure 2.19: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Allemande, m. 12, beat 2. 
This figure shows the transformation of this passage from its appearance in Bach’s original to 
Duarte’s modifications to it as seen in his arrangement: 
• The first example in this figure shows this passage as it appears in Bach’s original (here 
transposed to A major, the key of the Duarte arrangement).  
• In the second example, the third note of the upper voice is moved one octave lower, 
isolating B as a bass note.  
• In the third example, the B note is now notated as a separate voice, realizing the implied 
polyphonic melody.  
• The fourth example shows the other added bass notes, which transform this passage into 
a cadenza lunga (long cadence).  
• The fifth example shows this passage as it appears in the Duarte arrangement, with an 
added middle voice on the last sixteenth note of the beat. 
 
 
 Another example of added figuration arises in mm. 23–24 of the Sarabande (Fig. 2.20). In 
this passage, Duarte adds a bass line and middle voice, both of which bring out implied 
polyphonic melody, thicken the texture, and show Duarte’s skill as an arranger. The first two 
notes of the upper voice (C# and A) are inverted (C# and A, with a B passing tone) in the first 
three notes in the bass. The next upper voice note (as it appears in Bach’s original) is 
redistributed to the middle voice, and the third and fourth upper voice notes in Bach’s original 
are re-used by Duarte in the final two notes of the middle voice in m. 23. In m. 24, two inner 
voices and one bass voice are added to the first upper voice, fully realizing the tonic harmony, 
and one note (the octave root) is added to the final tonic chord of the measure. Whereas the first 
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harmonization appears to realize the implied harmony in Bach’s original, the addition of an 
octave root in the final chord may be viewed as a primarily idiomatic change. This interpretation 
is plausible because the octave root can be played on guitar on the same fret as the fifth and third 
of this chord. In addition, adding this note allows for the guitarist to strum or pluck the top five 
strings of the instrument, rather than having to play the A, D, B, and high E strings only, taking 
care not to accidently play the G string.  
 
         
 
Figure 2.20: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Sarabande, mm. 23–24. 
Note the added bass and middle voices, figuration, and redistribution of the upper voice in the 
Duarte arrangement (right), as compared to Bach’s original (left). 
 
 
 Sometimes the added bass notes seem to function as countermelodies, especially when 
they appear in contrary motion to the upper voice. For instance, in Figure 2.21, the added bass 
line ascends by step as the melody descends by step, and in Figure 2.22, the added bass line 
descends as the melody ascends, and ascends as the melody descends. This is also another 
instance of inversion, as the notes present in bass lines of both figures are also present in the 
upper voices, albeit in reverse order. In m. 2 of Bourrée II (Fig. 2.21), the D–E–F#–G# bass line 
can be interpreted as an inversion of the third through sixth notes. Similarly, the G–F–E–D bass 
notes in m. 6 of the same piece (Fig. 2.22) are an inversion of the third through sixth notes in the 
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upper voice of that measure, and the E–F–G notes in m. 7 are an inversion of the fourth through 
sixth notes of the upper voice in the same measure. 
 
     
 
Figure 2.21: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Bourrée II, m. 2. 








Figure 2.22: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Bourrée II, m. 6–8. 
Note the added bass line in contrary motion to the top voice. 
 
 
Although most note alterations in the Duarte arrangement come in the form of added 
notes, there are also eight instances of notes that are removed in his arrangement. In all but one 
of these instances, the removed note is replaced by another note or the same note at a different 
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octave. Selected instances of removed notes being replaced by another note in the Duarte 
arrangement are shown in Figures 2.23–2.25. For instance, in the excerpt shown in Figure 2.23, 
the fifth above the low root on the downbeat of m. 83 of the Prelude is removed and replaced 




Figure 2.23: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Prelude, m. 83. 
Note how the lower fifth present in Bach’s original (left) is omitted in the Duarte arrangement 
(right) and replaced by the same interval above the root one octave higher. 
 
Throughout his arrangement, Duarte retains the melody notes present in Bach’s original 
in all instances except for these eight removed notes. Of these instances, two of the replaced 
note(s) in the Duarte arrangement have interval relationships identical to what is present in two 
of the four extant eighteenth century manuscripts of the Cello Suites. Because of the extremely 
low number of these occurrences, it appears plausible that Duarte may have used Anna 
Magdalena Bach’s manuscript original as a guide. However, in the interest of comprehensively 
discussing this data, let us consider both of these instances and explore possible reasons for these 
discrepancies. 
The first of these two instances can be seen in Figure 2.24. In this passage, the final note 
of m. 27 of the Prelude is notated a whole step lower in the Duarte arrangement than in Bach’s 
original (that is, in the Anna Magdalena Bach manuscript). It is unclear whether this discrepancy 
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is intentional or simply the result of a copying error. Comparison of the measure included in 
Figure 2.24 with the same measure as it is notated in the other three extant eighteenth century 
sources points toward another possibility. Although the Kellner manuscript is identical to Bach’s 
original in terms of notes, this measure as it is notated in Source C and Source D includes the 











Figure 2.24: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Prelude, m. 27. 
In this passage, the last note is a whole step higher in Anna Magdelena Bach’s manuscript (top) 
than the same note as it appears in the Duarte arrangement (second from top). Also note that the 
same measure in the J. P. Kellner manuscript (third from top) is identical to Bach’s original, 
whereas the same measure in Source C (fourth from top) and Source D (bottom) have the same 
intervals as the Duarte arrangement. 





The second instance occurs in m. 46 of the Courante (see Fig. 2.25). In Figure 2.25, the 
final note of this measure is a whole step lower in the Duarte arrangement than the same measure 
in Bach’s original. When this measure is compared to the same measure in the other three 
surviving early sources, there is a notable discrepancy between Bach’s original and the J. P. 
Kellner manuscript, and Source C and Source D. In the first two manuscripts, the final note is a 
whole step higher than this note as it appears in the Duarte arrangement. However, the same 
measure in the third and fourth sources show identical intervals to the Duarte arrangement.  
In both cases, there are no readily apparent differences in playability on guitar, as both 
possible notes in these examples would be played as fretted notes in the same left hand position 
as the surrounding notes. Because Duarte is deceased and did not (to the best of my knowledge) 
explain his reasoning for these differences during his lifetime, it is problematic to definitively 
ascribe potential motivations for these changes. As a result, these two instances may be 
interpreted as coincidences, copying errors, or as potential evidence that Duarte deliberately 
chose to draw from Source C and Source D for these two passages. In any case, the discovery of 
only two instances of this development perhaps serves as further evidence that Duarte’s 
arrangement may be primarily based on Bach’s original.  
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Figure 2.25: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Courante, m. 46. 
This measure of the Courante as seen in Anna Magdalena Bach’s original (top), Duarte 
arrangement (second from top), J. P. Kellner manuscript (third from top), Source C (fourth from 
top), and Source D (bottom). The Duarte arrangement replaces the final note of the measure—as 
it appears in Bach’s original and J. P. Kellner manuscript—with a note a whole step lower. 
However, the intervals of the upper voice in this measure as it appears in Source C and Source D 
is identical to the same measure in the Duarte arrangement. 
 




The only exception to this pattern of notes in the Duarte arrangement being removed and 
then replaced with other notes occurs in m. 19 of the Gigue (see Fig. 2.26). Here, the final 
sixteenth note of the measure (as seen in Bach’s original) is removed but not replaced by another 
note. This changes the note durations in m. 19 from six sixteenth notes in Bach’s original to one 
eighth note and four sixteenth notes in the Duarte arrangement. Interestingly, the same measure 
in the other three extant eighteenth century manuscripts includes the same rhythms and interval 
relationships as are present in Duarte’s arrangement, making Bach’s original the only early 
source with an added sixteenth note in this measure. Because only one of the four early sources 
includes this added sixteenth note, it is certainly plausible that this may be the result of a copying 
error in Bach’s original. Another possibility is that Anna Magdalena Bach drew from an earlier 
source (possibly J. S. Bach’s autograph score, if it was extant) which included this version. 
Duarte’s adoption of the same interval relationships and rhythms as the other three early sources 
suggests that he may have drawn from these sources for this measure, intended to include the 
added sixteenth note but did not do so because of a copying error, or otherwise did not see the 
need for including this note in his arrangement. Nevertheless, this measure is the only instance of 
this kind that I found in my analysis, once again pointing toward the overall reliability of 
regarding the Anna Magdalena Bach manuscript—what I have been referring to for 
convenience’s sake as “Bach’s original,” as noted above—as the basis for Duarte’s arrangement. 
As we can see in the example below, there is also the addition of three notes in the lower voice, 
which bring out implied harmonies. These notes (B, C#, D#) can be additionally interpreted as 
being an inversion of the first, fifth, and sixth notes (D#, C#, B) in the upper voice of the Duarte 
arrangement.  
 




      
 
Figure 2.26: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Gigue, m. 19–20. 
Notice the differing number of notes present in the upper voice of this passage in Bach’s original 
(left) and the Duarte arrangement (right). Much as with Figure 2.25, it is difficult to conclusively 
assert the intentions or motivations for this change. 
 
Added and Removed Slurs 
 
There are also numerous instances of longer slurs in Bach’s original being replaced by shorter 
slurs in the arrangement by Duarte. The added slurs tend to be shorter in length (usually covering 
two notes) than the slurs present in Bach’s original, and the removed slurs are often longer in 
duration than the slurs added by Duarte (see, for instance, Figures 2.27 and 2.28). It seems not 
unlikely that these differences in slur length result largely in order to make the music more 
idiomatic for the guitar. As mentioned earlier, every added slur in the Duarte arrangement is 
indicated with a broken curved line, which is often played on guitar by means of left hand legato. 
The slurs can be executed on both instruments by means of left hand legato, which involves 
using the fingers of the left hand to play notes by pressing down or pulling off on a string 
without plucking or bowing the notes with the right hand. However, the sound of notes plucked 
on a guitar typically decays faster than notes bowed on a cello. As a result, long slurs are 
generally more difficult to execute on a guitar than on a cello, which may have been a factor in 
Duarte’s addition and removal of slurs in his arrangement of BWV 1009. Nevertheless, Duarte’s 
frequent use of long note durations in the added bass notes creates an impression of fluid legato 
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playing, perhaps compensating for the shorter slur lengths by creating a musical effect 
resembling that of longer slurs.  
 
      
 
Figure 2.27: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Courante, m. 23–24. 
Note the difference in slur length and number of slurs in the Duarte arrangement (right) and 
Bach’s original (left). Retaining the slur in Bach’s original would be difficult to execute on the 
guitar, especially with left hand legato. Instead, Duarte removes this slur and adds three two-note 
slurs likely intended to be played by means of left hand legato, which are significantly easier to 
execute on guitar. 
 
There is also another recurring difference in the placement of slurs in the Duarte 
arrangement versus in Bach’s original. While slurs in Bach’s original sometimes start on the 
eighth note offbeat or sixteenth note offbeat, slurs in the Duarte arrangement often begin on the 
downbeat or eighth note offbeat. This development can be seen in Figures 2.28 and 2.29. 
 
      
 
Figure 2.28: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Courante, m. 4–5. 
Note the placement of both slurs on the third eighth note of m. 4 and the second eighth note of m. 
5 in Bach’s original (left). The same passage in the Duarte arrangement (right) includes slurs on 
the second eighth note of m. 4 and the first and fifth eighth notes of m. 5. 







Figure 2.29: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Sarabande, m. 5. 
In this passage, as notated in Bach’s original, the slur begins on the second sixteenth note of beat 
three, whereas in the same measure of the Duarte arrangement, this slur begins on the downbeat 
of beat three. 
 
Although Duarte’s changes to slurs often occur in passages where there are already slurs 
present in Bach’s original, this is not always the case. In m. 3 of the Courante (Fig. 2.30), there is 
no slur included in Bach’s original. However, in the Duarte arrangement, there is an added slur 
covering the first and second notes of the upper voice, as well as one added bass note.  
    
 
Figure 2.30: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Courante, m. 3. 
Note the addition of a slur on the first two eighth notes in the Duarte arrangement that is not 
present in Bach’s original. 
 
Another instance of this may be seen in mm. 19–20 of Bourrée I (Fig. 2.31). There are no 
slurs in this passage as it appears in Bach’s original, yet two slurs are added to these measures in 
the Duarte arrangement. While there is no significant difference in playability caused by these 
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slurs, their short, two note duration enables them to be easily executed on guitar without recourse 






Figure 2.31: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Bourrée I, m. 19–20. 
Note the added slurs in the Duarte arrangement on the sixth and seventh notes of the upper voice 
in m.19, and the added slur on the first two notes of m. 20. 
 
Differences in Note Durations and Octave Spacings 
 
There are also a substantial number of changes to note durations and octave spacings between 
the Duarte arrangement and Bach’s original. I found 176 cases of differences in note duration 
and 167 cases of differing octave spacings. In general, note durations that are longer in the 
Duarte arrangement are typically situated in a lower voice, and are often indicated to be played 
as open strings, especially if they are in the bass voice.  
This may be due to several factors, primarily those relating to the idiomatic use of open 
strings and differences in sustain between the guitar and cello. Duarte’s arrangement transposes 
BWV 1009 to A major, a key which includes five of the six open strings of the guitar (E, A, D, 
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B, E), and makes extensive use of open strings in this arrangement. Open strings, once played, 
will ring out for a longer duration then fretted notes unless they are stopped or muted by the 
performer. This is the case for both the guitar and the cello, though bowed open strings on the 
cello ring out significantly longer then plucked or strummed strings on the guitar. Consequently, 
the longer note durations in the Duarte arrangement tend to produce a richer and more resonant 
timbre, somewhat reminiscent of the cello. Open strings are also simpler to play than fretted 
notes, as the performer only needs to pluck the string with one hand without fretting the note(s) 
with the other hand. The longer duration of ringing open strings also creates a more legato sound, 
creating the effect of a longer slur despite the typically short slur lengths used in Duarte’s 
arrangement.  
These changes in note duration sometimes result in the realization of a polyphonic 
melody, which can be seen in Figures 2.32 and 2.33. In the case of Figure 2.32, the bass note on 
the down beat is changed from an eighth note to a dotted half note. The longer note duration and 
stemming of this note realizes the implied polyphonic melody in this measure. This change can 
also be considered as an idiomatic change, as the bass note is an A note in the Duarte 
arrangement, which is indicated to be played on the open A string of the guitar. Because it is an 
open string, this note possesses increased resonance, and the change in duration allows this note 
to ring out for the entirety of the measure.  
  




     
 
Figure 2.32: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Courante, m. 2. 
This is a characteristic example of longer durations in the bass voice in the Duarte arrangement 
(right) as compared to Bach’s original (left). The stemming and longer duration of the bass note 
in the Duarte arrangement realizes the implied polyphonic melody in this passage. 
 
In some instances, notes are added, their durations are changed, and they are situated in a 
different voice. For example, in m. 6 of the Allemande (Fig. 2.33), two bass notes (E and G#) are 
added to the first beat. This two-voice texture may be interpreted as preparing the listener for 
Duarte’s deft arrangement of the following beat. In the second beat, the four sixteenth notes 
present in Bach’s original are distributed into two separate voices. This results in the realization 
of polyphonic melody. The note durations in this beat are also changed to a dotted eighth note 
and sixteenth note in the upper voice and a sixteenth-note rest, sixteenth note, and eighth note in 
the middle voice. In addition, there are also two added bass notes (B, E). These additions and 
changes, taken together, turn what was previously a one voice texture into a dense, polyphonic 
three voice texture (Fig 2.34). Also, the final note of the measure is one octave lower in Duarte’s 
arrangement, possibly in order to make use of the open low E string.  
  






Figure 2.33: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Allemande, m. 6. 
Notice the dotted eighth note duration of the sixth note in the top voice in the Duarte 
arrangement (bottom) and the sixteenth note duration of the same note in Bach’s original (top). 
This change in note duration and stemming, as well as the addition of bass notes, creates a dense 
texture consisting of three voices. Also note the addition of a slur on the second and third notes 







Figure 2.34: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Allemande, m. 6, beat 2. This figure shows the 
transformation of beat 2 of this passage from as it is notated in Bach’s original (m. 1), with 
Duarte’s realization of the polyphonic melody in the second and third notes of this measure (m. 
2), and as it appears in the Duarte arrangement (m. 3). 
 
However, there are also instances where Duarte’s changes to note durations result in 
shorter durations than in Bach’s original, and occur in voices other than the bass. For instance, in 
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m. 81 of the Prelude, the two half notes in the second chord as it appears in Bach’s original are 
changed to two quarter notes. In addition, Duarte adds three voices and includes an indication to 
roll all three chords in this measure (see Fig. 2.35). These additions of notes and changes in 
duration create a more full and resonant sound than would be the case if the exact notes and 
durations in Bach’s original were retained. The two half notes in the second chord being changed 
to whole notes also emphasize the 4–3 suspension in the upper voice, and the wavy lines inserted 
immediately before each chord are arpeggio indications, which are performed by plucking or 
strumming the notes one at a time rather than simultaneously.  
 
    
 
Figure 2.35: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Prelude, m. 81. 
Note the half note duration of the root and fifth in the second chord of this measure in Bach’s 




 Spacings in the Duarte arrangement are often one octave wider than in Bach’s original. 
This discrepancy in octave spacing accommodates differences in tuning between the guitar (E, 
A, D, G, B, E) and the cello (C, G, D, A), thus retaining some of the notes played on open strings 
which are present in the cello manuscript. The cello is tuned in fifths, whereas the guitar is tuned 
primarily in fourths (with the exception of the major third between the G string and the B string). 
This causes changes in available open strings, an important factor in the arrangement process, as 
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Bach’s original uses numerous open string notes for pedal tones, multiple stops, and other similar 
musical effects.  
In mm. 45–60 of the Prelude, there is a persistent pedal tone on the dominant, which 
begins each four-note grouping within these measures. If the same intervals are preserved from 
cello to guitar, this would necessitate the playing of this pedal tone as a fretted note, rather than 
an open string. As noted above, there are differences in timbre between open and fretted strings. 
To retain the timbre of an open string pedal tone without changing its pitch, one option would be 
to widen the spacing between the pedal tone and other voices by one octave, as Duarte does in 
his arrangement (Fig. 2.36). This wider spacing also enhances the sense of separation between 
the bass line pedal tones and upper voices. It is also notable that the bass line notes in this 
measure are notated as sixteenth notes in Bach’s original, but are lengthened to quarter notes in 
the Duarte arrangement. Similar to what is seen in Figure 2.33 above, the bass notes in Figure 
2.36 are played on an open string (in this case the low E string), once again making idiomatic use 
of the open strings of the guitar.  
 
     
 
Figure 2.36: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Prelude, m. 45. 
The tenth between the first and second notes of each four note grouping in Bach’s original (left) 
is notated one octave wider in the Duarte arrangement (right), perhaps to utilize the open low E 
string of the guitar. 
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 Sometimes, however, the wider octave spacing in Duarte’s arrangement seems to serve 
other musical goals, such as adding variety, increasing resonance, and utilizing all six strings of 
the guitar. This seems to be the case in mm. 9 and 10 of the Sarabande, in which the second bass 
note of both measures is notated one octave lower than the first bass note in these measures, 
despite the second bass note of each measure being the same pitch as the first (Fig. 2.37). In this 
case, the wider octave spacing adds variety and perhaps increases the richness and resonance of 






Figure 2.37: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Sarabande, m. 9–10. 
Note that the second bass note of m. 9 and m. 10 is placed one octave lower than the first bass 
note in the Duarte arrangement (bottom), whereas both notes are assigned to the same octave in 
Bach’s original (top). 
 
There are also instances in which a series of notes are lowered by one octave, as can be 
seen in m. 11 of the Gigue (Fig. 2.38). The second through fifth notes are lowered by one octave 
(in terms of written pitch, rather than actual pitch). This results in the spacing between the first 
note and second through fifth notes in the Duarte arrangement being one octave wider than in 
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Bach’s original. This octave shift, along with the added F# note on the downbeat of the measure, 
effectively brings out the implied polyphonic melody and creates a clear sense of contrast 
between the upper and lower voice.  
      
 
Figure 2.38: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Gigue, m. 11. 
The second through fifth notes in Bach’s original (left) are notated one octave wider in the 
Duarte arrangement (right). 
 
 
While most changes in octave spacing in the Duarte arrangement result in a wider 
distance of one octave between the voices, there are two notable exceptions. These occur in 
measures 25–31 and mm. 81–84 of the Gigue (Figures 2.39 and 2.40). In these measures, notes 
in the middle and upper voices are situated in the opposite order in Bach’s original as compared 
to the same passages in the Duarte arrangement. This results in a narrower spacing of intervals in 
the Duarte arrangement than that seen in Bach’s original.  
In mm. 25–31 of the Gigue, the tonic note in the lower voice is moved one octave higher 
in the Duarte arrangement while the middle voice stays in the same register and several bass 
notes are added (Fig. 2.39). This reversal of voice order between the top and middle voices 
maintains the forward motion present in these measures of Bach’s original and helps bring out 
the interplay between the moving line in what becomes the middle voice and the recurring pedal 
tone E note in what is now the upper voice in the Duarte arrangement. This E note in the upper 
voice can be played on the open high E string of the guitar, and the addition of three bass notes 
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played on the open low E string creates a dense three voice musical texture while making 
extensive use of the guitar’s open strings. The long duration (two dotted quarter notes tied to one 
another) of these three low E notes is facilitated by the use of the open low E string. The added 
low E bass notes and opposite order of the lower and middle voices also enable the upper and 
lower voice in this passage to be played on open strings. In fact, only the middle voice is played 
by the left hand fingers, resulting in a musically complex passage that is relatively easy to play 
on the guitar. In m. 32, a D# note is added on the downbeat, which functions as a leading tone, 









Figure 2.39: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Gigue, m. 25–32. 
The placement of the upper and lower voices are reversed in mm. 25–31 of the Duarte 
arrangement (right), as compared to Bach’s original (left). Additionally, a D# (the leading tone) 
is added as a bass note in measure 32. 
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A similar scenario occurs in mm. 81–82 of the Gigue (Fig. 2.40). Much like what was 
seen in Figure 2.39, the lower and middle voices of Bach’s original, are situated in opposite 
order in the Duarte arrangement, and an E bass note played on the open low E string is added. 
This enables the lower and upper voices in the Duarte arrangement to be played as open strings, 
with only the middle voice necessitating the use of fretted notes. While the change in the order of 
voices seen in Figures 2.39 and 2.40 is unusual, it does allow for the use of more open strings in 
the guitar arrangement and thus can be considered an idiomatic change.     
   
 
     
 
Figure 2.40: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Gigue, m. 81–82. 
Here, the upper and lower voices are once again reversed in the Duarte arrangement (right) and 
Bach’s original (left). In both instances, this reversal of voices exploits several distinctive 
characteristics of the guitar, such as open strings, larger number of strings (six) as compared to 





In Duarte’s arrangement, BWV 1009 is transposed to A major, numerous notes are added, slurs 
are added and removed, and there are also changes to note durations, octave spacings, and other 
compositional devices such as polyphonic melody, imitation, and inversion. As previously 
discussed, it is likely plausible that these changes may have been made to better fit the tuning, 
timbre, and capabilities of the guitar. The key of A major enables the entire work to be played in 
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standard tuning and is a minor third lower than the original key of C major, perhaps 
compensating for the higher pitch range of the guitar as compared to the cello. The numerous 
added notes employ all six strings of the guitar, realize implied harmonies, polyphonic melody, 
imitation, inversion, and lend extra emphasis to certain beats or notes in the upper voice.  
There are also other types of changes in Duarte’s arrangement, such as those involving 
slurs, note lengths, and octave spacing. Most slurs in the Duarte arrangement are shorter in 
length as compared to Bach’s original and call for left hand legato, both characteristics which 
facilitate increased playability on guitar. Changes in note durations and octave spacings likewise 
accommodate the tuning, range, and extensive polyphonic capabilities of the guitar. 
Finally, there are eight instances of removed notes. Six of these eight instances are unique 
to the Duarte arrangement as compared with the four extant early sources of the Cello suites, two 
instances show identical interval relationships to the same measures in Source C and Source D, 
and there is one instance of a removed note not replaced by another note (m. 19 of the Gigue). 
The one instance of a removed note not being replaced by another note in the Duarte 
arrangement is also the only instance among removed notes in which the other three early 
sources include the same interval relationships and rhythms as the Duarte arrangement. In this 
case, it is certainly plausible that the additional sixteenth note present in Anna Magdalena Bach’s 
manuscript but not in the other early sources may have been a copying error by Anna Magdalena 
Bach or a clue that she drew from a different earlier source which included this note. However, 
this is the only instance of this type that I found, perhaps further illustrating the overall reliability 
of Bach’s original as notated in the Anna Magdalena Bach manuscript.  
These removed notes may have been a deliberate choice made by Duarte for musical or 
interpretive reasons. Perhaps in these cases Duarte preferred the sound or implied harmony 
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suggested by a different note then that which is notated in Bach’s original and three other early 
sources, chose the version present in Source C and Source D in two of these cases, and in one 
case deliberately decided to remove a note without replacing it. On the other hand, it is also 
possible that at least some of these instances are simply the result of copying errors, printing 
errors, or other more practical factors. These removed notes and the notes which replace them do 
not lead to any significant differences in playability on the guitar. Consequently, it does not 
appear that these notes serve a clear idiomatic purpose. However, the small number of such 
instances (eight) in comparison with the other categories (all other categories had at least 167 
occurrences) shows that the results of this category can be interpreted as being statistically 
insignificant.  
Duarte’s approach to arranging bears several similarities to the approaches utilized in 
Baroque performance practice and Bach’s own arrangements of his works. During the Baroque 
period, primary and secondary sources alike point toward there being more flexible 
conceptualizations of a musical work, which allowed for significant melodic, rhythmic, 
harmonic, and ornamental elaboration (Lutterman 2006, 24). Bach himself, in his arrangements 
of BWV 1001, Partita for Violin No. 3, BWV 1006, and Cello Suite No. 5, BWV 1011 (BWV 
1000, BWV 1006a, and BWV 995, respectively), adds voices and embellishments to the melody, 
harmony, rhythm, and texture which accommodate the distinctive capabilities of the intended 
medium (Fojas 2017, 18). These additions indicate Bach’s attentiveness to the differences in 
tuning, number of strings, sustain, and resonance between the lute and related instruments as 
compared to bowed string instruments such as the cello and violin. Duarte makes similar changes 
in his arrangement of BWV 1009, resulting in an arrangement that appears to be idiomatic for 
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guitar while also attempting to preserve some characteristics of the work’s originally intended 
instrumentation. 
  






Discography of Duarte’s Arrangement of BWV 1009 
 
 
John W. Duarte completed his arrangement of BWV 1009 in the late 1950’s, and it was first 
published by Schott in 1965. Duarte began work on the arrangement “as an academic exercise” 
(Duarte 1998, 15). He started with the Gigue, and arranged the remaining movements over the 
next several years.  
  The creation of this arrangement was assisted by guitarists John Williams and Andrés 
Segovia, who both provided advice and feedback on this arrangement. John Williams added 
fingerings to the arrangement, which Duarte notes in the preface to the 1982 reissue of this 
arrangement: “the original fingerings (by John Williams) have been changed only insofar as is 
necessary to adjust to changes in the text” (Duarte 1982). Another person who gave guidance to 
Duarte for this arrangement was Andrés Segovia. Segovia’s role was more indirect, yet also 
influential. According to Duarte, as he was in the process of working on the arrangement, 
Segovia heard Williams play some of it. Segovia remarked that he enjoyed the arrangement, yet 
thought that the Bourrées went too high on the guitar fingerboard (Duarte 1998, 28). As Duarte 
notes in his book Andrés Segovia: As I Knew Him, “it was not at his [Segovia’s] suggestion that 
it was completed, but if his reception of that first experiment had not been encouraging I might 
not have continued” (Duarte 1998, 15). 
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Four Major Recordings of Duarte’s Arrangement of BWV 1009 
 
Although both Williams and Segovia assisted in the creation of Duarte’s arrangement, this did 
not hinder them from adding notes and making other interpretive changes in their recordings of 
this arrangement. For example, in measures 45–60 of the Prelude, Williams replaces the E bass 
note on the second beat of these measures with a bass note that is one octave higher than the low 
E bass note indicated in the Duarte arrangement (Fig 3.1). Similarly, in measure 28 of Bourrée I, 
Segovia adds a partial arpeggiation of the chord notated in the Duarte arrangement on the first 
repeat of the second section (Fig. 3.2). These changes show that Segovia and Williams, despite 
their roles in the creation of this arrangement, employ a somewhat flexible interpretive approach, 
rather than viewing Duarte’s arrangement as fixed and immutable. This perspective also echoes 
Duarte’s discussion of his arrangement in the preface to the published edition of his arrangement. 
As Duarte notes, “arrangements evolve, however, and neither can nor should be regarded as 
definitive ‘for all time’” (Duarte 1982). In other words, the interpretations of Williams, Segovia, 
and other recordings and performances of this arrangement can themselves be regarded as 
transcriptions or arrangements of Duarte’s arrangement. This further illustrates the inherent 
flexibility and changeability present in any derivation of a musical work, including J.S. Bach’s 
Cello Suites.  
  









Figure 3.1: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Prelude, m. 45. 
Measure 45 as it appears in the Duarte arrangement (top) and how Williams performs the same 
measure in his recording (bottom). The pedal tones in measures 45–60 are performed by 
Williams in the same manner as in measure 45. Note that the E bass note on the second beat is 





Figure 3.2: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Bourrée I, m. 28. 
Measure 28 as notated in the Duarte arrangement (top) and how Segovia performs the same 
measure on the first repeat of the second section (bottom), as a partially arpeggiated chord. 
 
 
The first person to record Duarte’s arrangement of BWV 1009 was John Williams. John 
Williams (b. 1941) is an Australian classical guitarist and educator (Fig. 3.3). As a teenager, he 
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studied with Andrés Segovia at the Accademia Musicale Chigiana from 1952–59. He attended 
the Royal College of Music in London from 1956–59, studying piano instead of guitar because 
the college did not yet have a guitar department. One year before finishing his studies there, 
Williams launched his career as a concert guitarist in 1958 with a recital at the Wigmore Hall in 
London and his album Guitar Recital Volume I. Upon graduating from the Royal College of 
Music, Williams founded their guitar department and led it for two years before becoming a 
visiting professor there. Shortly after his debut at the Wigmore Hall, Williams began a 
worldwide concert career, recording an extensive discography over the next six decades. In the 





Figure 3.3: John Williams, circa 1986. Photograph by Kealow. 
 
 
  John Williams recorded Duarte’s arrangement of BWV 1009 as part of his album Guitar 
Recital Volume I. As noted above, this album was released in 1958, seven years before the 
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arrangement was published. As mentioned earlier, William’s added fingerings to Duarte’s 
arrangement of BWV 1009. There are numerous fingering indications throughout this 
arrangement which facilitate playability, and in some cases, make idiomatic use of the guitar’s 
timbral possibilities. For instance, in the first measure of the Prelude, fingering indications are 
included above every note in m. 1 (Fig. 3.4). There are three string indications as well, clearly 
specifying the strings Duarte intended for this passage. For example, the first three notes could 
also be played on the high E string without changing the octave. However, the second string of 
the guitar has a more full and resonant sound then the first string. Therefore, this specification 






Figure 3.4: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Prelude, mm. 1–2. 
Note the fingering and string indications in measure 1, especially the indication to begin the 
descending scale passage on the 2nd string, as well as the fingering indications inserted above 
each note of the measure. 
 
This comprehensive approach to fingerings can also be seen in the opening measures of 
Bourrée II (Fig. 3.5), in which fingerings are indicated for every note in the pickup and first two 
measures. In this passage, the fingerings present in the upper and lower voices add clarity and 
enhance playability from a performance perspective. This results in a passage that may be easier 
to play and sight read than would be the case if these fingerings were not specified.  







Figure 3.5: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009: Bourrée II, mm. 1–2. In this passage, the fingerings 
for every note in the lower, middle, and upper voices are clearly specified in the score. 
 
 
Again, Williams’s recording was not only William’s debut recording, but the debut 
recording of Duarte’s arrangement of BWV 1009 as well (Wade 2012, 79; Williams 1958). 
Williams’s precise playing style and emphasis on forward motion can be heard throughout, with 
few expressive pauses. This can be heard most vividly in the faster movements, such as the 
Allemande, Courante, and Gigue.  
However, Williams does occasionally use rubato and vibrato, as may be heard in the 
opening and closing measures of the Prelude, as well as during several cadential passages in the 
Sarabande. Williams plays all repeats indicated, including Duarte’s indication at the end of 
Bourrée II to play “Bourrée I D. C. senza rep.” (Duarte 1982). As discussed earlier, this 
indication is not present in Bach’s original or the other three extant eighteenth century sources, 
and this practice of not using repeats with a da capo did not become a firmly established 
performance convention until the nineteenth century (Hogwood 2002, 245; MacDonald 1985, 
122–123).  
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In his recording, Williams often exploits the timbral possibilities of the guitar, 
particularly in the Prelude and Gigue. In measures 45–60 of the Prelude, he performs the low E 
pedal point written on beats 1 and 3 and adds an E bass note on beat 2 that is one octave higher. 
This highlights the difference in timbre between the open low E string and the added E note one 
octave higher, which is fretted by the left hand. In the Gigue, Williams uses ponticello (plucking 
the strings near the bridge) in measures 33–40, providing contrast between the normal timbre 
(plucking the strings near the sound hole) present in the measures immediately before and after 
this passage.  
  These interpretive choices present in William’s recording of the Duarte arrangement, 
along with others, are shown in Table 3.1. The first column lists each movement of BWV 1009, 
the second column shows the general tempo, the third column lists the repeats (or lack thereof), 
and the fourth column notes any additional changes present in Williams’ recording which are not 
notated in the Duarte arrangement. Because Williams’ interpretation (and most other 
interpretations of this arrangement) includes some fluctuation in tempo, I have instead given a 
general tempo approximating the overall tempo of a given movement. Metronome markings 
given in the general tempo column assume the quarter note as the beat unit. The table is to be 
read from left to right (for example, the Prelude has a general tempo of quarter note = 67, the 
repeats column is not applicable to this movement, and several changes present in Williams’ 
recording as compared to the Duarte arrangement are outlined in the notes column).  
 
  




Performer: John Williams 
Album: Guitar Recital Volume I 
 
Movements: General Tempo: Repeats Notes: 
Prelude 67 n/a Alternating low open E and fretted 
E one octave higher in the bass 
line (fretted E not present in the 
Duarte arrangement) in m. 45–60, 
trill in m. 86 starts on G#, not A 
(as is the case in the Duarte 
arrangement). 
Allemande 100 yes Additional notes (not included in 
the Duarte arrangement) in m. 8, 9, 
and 19. 
Courante 158 yes Additional bass note in m. 2, omits 
2nd bass note in m. 58. 
Sarabande 40 yes Sometimes pushes and pulls the 
tempo, added notes in m. 1, 2, 6, 
omits one note in m. 7, starts trill 
in m. 12 on the written pitch rather 
than the note above. 
Bourrée I 130 yes (also played 
again, this time 
without repeats, 
after Bourrée II is 
played) 
Removed notes in m. 10 and m. 
17.  
Bourrée II 127 yes Sometimes pushes and pulls the 
tempo, removed note in m. 4, 
added note in m. 7 and m. 18. 
Gigue 190 yes Uses ponticello/normal timbre 
contrast in m. 33–40, plays upper 
voice in m. 47 in the opposite 
order on the 2nd repeat. 
 
Table 3.1: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009 as recorded by John Williams.  
Indicates general tempo (approximate, as tempos typically fluctuate during the course of each 
movement), repeats, and other interpretive gestures present in guitarist John William’s 1958 
recording of Duarte’s arrangement of BWV 1009. 
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The second recording of Duarte’s arrangement of BWV 1009 was recorded by what is 
perhaps the most famous name associated with the guitar in the twentieth century: Andrés 
Segovia (Fig. 3.6). Segovia (1893–1987) was a Spanish classical guitarist and educator who 
played an instrumental role in establishing the classical guitar as a legitimate concert instrument 
in the twentieth century. Primarily self-taught, Segovia gravitated toward the works of nineteenth 
century guitarist-composers Fernando Sor, Mauro Giuliani, and Francisco Tárrega, and began his 
concert career at the age of fifteen in Granada, Spain. This was followed by concerts in Madrid, 
Paris, and Barcelona, beginning a worldwide concert career spanning approximately seven 
decades, numerous albums, and widespread recognition as a virtuoso classical guitarist (Wade 




Figure 3.6: Andrés Segovia, circa 1962. Photograph by Jack de Nijs. 
 
 
In addition, Segovia furthered the status of the classical guitar by playing and transcribing 
works by Johann Sebastian Bach, Ludwig van Beethoven, Frédéric Chopin, George Frideric 
Handel, Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart, and other luminaries. He also commissioned works for 
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guitar by many prolific twentieth century composers including Heitor Villa-Lobos, Manuel 
Ponce, Joaquin Rodrigo, Joaquin Turina, Federico Moreno Torroba, Mario Castelnuovo-
Tedesco, Manuel de Falla, Alexander Tansman, and many others. Segovia was also active as an 
educator, espousing his perspective on guitar pedagogy at numerous master classes, furthering 
contemporary conceptions of the capabilities of the classical guitar (Wade 2012, 103, 150).  
 Duarte’s arrangement appears as the fourth work included in Segovia’s 1961 album The 
Segovia Collection, Volume 1: The Legendary Andrés Segovia in an All-Bach Program (Segovia 
1961). Segovia takes a significantly more flexible approach to interpretation than Williams 
(Table 3.2). For example, Segovia often rolls chords even when this is not indicated, pushes and 
pulls the tempo, and sometimes holds notes for longer than the written duration. These 
developments occur most frequently in the Prelude, Sarabande, and Bourrées I and II. Segovia, 
like Williams, also provides timbral contrast in measures 33–40 of the Gigue, playing this 
passage ponticello. Additionally, in measure 18 of the Bourrée II, Segovia plays several notes as 
harmonics despite this not being indicated in the score. These developments result in a highly 
expressive and individual interpretation of Duarte’s arrangement of BWV 1009 that is 
emblematic of Segovia’s overall musical aesthetic (Table 3.2).   
  





Performer: Andrés Segovia 
Album: The Segovia Collection, Volume 1: The Legendary Andrés Segovia in an All-Bach 
Program 
 
Movements: General Tempo: Repeats Notes: 
Prelude 70 n/a n/a 
Allemande 112 yes Different notes and rhythms in m. 
12 than in the Duarte arrangement. 
Courante 158 yes n/a  
Sarabande 35 yes Pushes and pulls tempo, omits one 
note in m. 7 (same note omitted as 
in Williams’ recording). 
Bourrée I 130 yes (also played 
again, this time 
without repeats, 
after Bourrée II is 
played) 
Arpeggiates harmony in m. 28 on 
the first repeat. 
Bourrée II 130 yes Omits one note in m. 4 (same 
omitted note as in Williams’ 
recording), adds bass notes and 
harmonics in m. 17–18. 
Gigue 180 yes Uses ponticello/normal timbre 
contrast in m. 33–40. 
 
Table 3.2: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009 as recorded by Andrés Segovia.  
Indicates general tempo (approximate, as tempos typically fluctuate during the course of each 
movement), repeats, and other interpretive gestures present in guitarist Andrés Segovia’s 1961 
recording of Duarte’s arrangement of BWV 1009. 
 
 Another notable recording of Duarte’s arrangement of BWV 1009 is by Czechoslovakian 
guitarist and composer Pavel Steidl (Fig. 3.7), on his debut album Dowland, Bach, Obrovská, 
Vojtíšek, Rak: (Arr. for Guitar), recorded in 1985. Pavel Steidl (b. 1961) studied at the Prague 
Conservatoire and began his concert career after winning first place at the Radio France 
International Competition in Paris, France in 1982. This launched his career as an international 
soloist, performing solo guitar concerts consisting of both traditional repertory and original 
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pieces throughout America, Asia, Canada, and Europe. In 2004, Steidl was named “guitar player 
of the year” by the Italian magazine GuitArt, and he currently maintains an active performing 
and recording career. Steidl’s discography gravitates toward eighteenth and nineteenth century 




Figure 3.7: Pavel Steidl, circa 2018. Photograph by Frank Schwichtenberg. 
 
 
 Steidl’s recording of Duarte’s arrangement of BWV 1009 takes a very steady approach to 
tempo, with less push and pull as compared to William’s or Segovia’s recordings. It is only in 
the Sarabande that Steidl adopts a flexible approach to tempo. Throughout, Steidl generally 
follows the rolled chord and trill indications present in the Duarte arrangement. Like Williams, 
Steidl alternates between the open low E string and an E one octave higher in measure 45–60 of 
the Prelude, and omits notes in measure 7 of Bourrée I and measure 4 of Bourrée II.  
  However, there is one unusual aspect of this recording: in the movements that have 
repeats indicated at the end of both the first and second sections (the Allemande, Courante, 
Sarabande, Bourrées I and II, and the Gigue), Steidl repeats the first section but does not repeat 
the second section. This interpretive choice significantly shortens the overall length of the work 
and illuminates Steidl’s individual approach to this arrangement (Table 3.3).  
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Performer: Pavel Steidl 





Prelude 70 n/a Alternating low open E and 
fretted E one octave higher in 
the bass line (fretted E not 
present in the Duarte 
arrangement) in m. 45–60, rolls 
final harmony in m. 88. 
Allemande 96 First section is 
repeated, second 
section not repeated 
n/a 
Courante 144 First section is 
repeated, second 
section not repeated 
n/a 
Sarabande 37 First section is 
repeated, second 
section not repeated 
Pushes and pulls tempo, omits 
same note in m. 7 as Williams, 
arpeggiates the final harmony in 
m. 24. 
Bourrée I 125 First section is 
repeated, second 
section not repeated, 
also played again, this 
time without repeats, 
after Bourrée II is 
played (also played 
again, this time 
without repeats, after 
Bourrée II is played) 
n/a 
Bourrée II 128 First section is 
repeated, second 
section not repeated  
Omits one note in m. 4, added 
note in m. 18. 
Gigue 192 First section is 
repeated, second 
section not repeated 
n/a 
 
Table 3.3: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009 as recorded by Pavel Steidl.  
Indicates general tempo (approximate, as tempos typically fluctuate during the course of each 
movement), repeats, and other interpretive gestures present in guitarist Pavel Steidl’s 1985 
recording of Duarte’s arrangement of BWV 1009. 
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 Arguably the most recent notable recording of Duarte’s arrangement of BWV 1009 was 
recorded in 2010 by the Greek guitarist, composer, and educator Notis Mavroudis as the final 
track on his album The Classical Guitar. Notis Mavroudis (b. 1945) began his classical guitar 
studies at the National Conservatoire in Greece, and he went on to teach classical guitar at the 
Scuola Ciciva di Milano in Milan, Italy. He furthered his studies at the Santiago de Compostela 
Academy in Spain and has since become a prominent guitarist and composer in the Greek 
classical guitar community. His own compositions range from solo guitar pieces to settings of 
poems and theatrical works, blending Greek folk music and classical music together in a 
distinctly individual style (Mavroudis 2010; Wade 2012, 237).  
 Throughout the work, Mavroudis follows Duarte’s indications for rolled chords, trills, 
and, for the most part, the repeats. The Sarabande is the only instance of Mavroudis not taking 
the repeats that are indicated by both Duarte and the four extent early sources from the 
eighteenth century. Here, the first section is repeated, and the second section is not repeated, 
perhaps to shorten the length of this movement. Mavroudis, like Segovia, takes a somewhat 
flexible approach to tempo, occasionally pushing and pulling the tempo, adding rubato to some 
notes, and adding a significant amount of ritardando to endings of phrases, cadences, and 
sections.  
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Performer: Notis Mavroudis 
Album: The Classical Guitar 
 
Movements: General Tempo: Repeats Notes: 
Prelude 64 n/a   
Allemande 110 yes Shorter rhythms than written m. 5 
and m. 16. 
Courante 183 yes Pushes and pulls the tempo in m. 
56. 




One note omitted in m. 7, trill in 
m. 12 starts on the written note 
rather than the note above. 
Bourrée I 140 yes (also played 
again, this time 
without repeats, 
after Bourrée II is 
played) 
Contrast between ponticello and 
normal in the first section. 
Bourrée II 140 yes Omits same note in m. 4 as 
Williams, Segovia, and Steidl. 
Gigue 205 yes  
 
Table 3.4: Cello Suite No. 3, BWV 1009 as recorded by Notis Mavroudis.  
Indicates general tempo (approximate, as tempos typically fluctuate during the course of each 
movement), repeats, and other interpretive gestures present in guitarist Notis Mavroudis’ 2010 
recording of Duarte’s arrangement of BWV 1009. 
 
 
Other Recordings of Duarte’s Arrangement of BWV 1009 
 
Although the four recordings discussed above are arguably among the most notable recordings of 
Duarte’s arrangement of BWV 1009, they are by no means the only recordings of this 
arrangement. For example, seven years after Segovia’s recording of Duarte’s arrangement of 
BWV 1009, Venezuelan guitarist Alirio Diaz (1923–2016) also recorded this arrangement as the 
fifth work on his album Alirio Diaz Plays Bach, recorded in 1968. Diaz, like Williams, also 
studied with Segovia at the Accademia Musicale Chigiana, in Diaz’s case from 1951–1963 
(d’Arcangues 2004, 233–240; Diaz 1968). As a result, it is certainly plausible—but by no means 
provable—that Segovia may have influenced Diaz’s decision to record Duarte’s arrangement. In 
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any case, Segovia’s influence can be heard in Diaz’s expressive and somewhat flexible approach 
to tempo, rolled chords, and emphasis of certain notes by means of rubato.  
 In 1974, Spanish guitarist Diego Blanco (b. 1950) also recorded Duarte’s arrangement of 
BWV 1009 on his album Diego Blanco Plays Bach. Blanco, although born in Spain, later moved 
to Sweden, where he gave his debut recital at the Concert Hall in Stockholm at the age of 
eighteen. On several occasions, he traveled to Paris and London to study guitar with John 
Williams. Blanco toured throughout Europe and recorded an extensive discography throughout 
the 1970’s and 1980’s, and also won first prize in Queen Sofía’s Competition in Madrid, Spain in 
1979 (Blanco 1974; Wade 2012, 217).  
 A decade later, Swiss guitarist Deborah Mariotti (b. 1959) included Duarte’s arrangement 
of BWV 1009 on her album Spielt J.S. Bach: Suite Nr. 3 BWV 1009 Giuliani: Rossiniana Nr. 1, 
Op. 119 Und Grande Ouverture Op. 61, recorded in 1984. Deborah Mariotti first learned guitar 
from her father Luigi Mariotti, who is also a professional guitarist. After initial studies with her 
father, Mariotti studied with guitarist Manuel Lopez Ramos at the Academy Estudio de Arte 
Guitarristico in Mexico City, Mexico, after which she began a prolific concert career throughout 
America, Canada, Europe, and Mexico (Mariotti 1984).  
 In 2006, the Prelude and Gigue from Duarte’s arrangement of BWV 1009 was recorded 
by Japanese guitarist Akinobu Matsuda (b. 1933) on his 2006 album Sound of The Guitar 4. 
After a chance meeting with Andrés Segovia during his 1959 tour of Japan, Segovia selected him 
to travel to Europe to study with him. Matsuda obliged and studied with both Segovia and his 
assistant Alirio Diaz from 1960–1962, launching a successful concert and recording career 
throughout America, Asia, and Europe (Akinobu 2006, Wade 2012, 237).  
 
 





As we can see, Duarte’s arrangement of BWV 1009 enjoys a prominent and extensive 
discography from its creation in the 1950’s to the present. The creation of Duarte’s arrangement 
was assisted by guitarists John Williams and Andrés Segovia, who also recorded this 
arrangement. While Williams favors a steady approach to tempo and adhered to the majority of 
musical indications in the arrangement, Segovia takes a more flexible approach to tempo and 
musical indications, resulting in a highly expressive interpretation. Although both Williams and 
Segovia played a role in creating this arrangement, neither strictly followed the score. Instead, 
Segovia and Williams added or replaced notes and other musical indications during the process 
of interpretation, thus incorporating their own musical aesthetic into their recordings of this 
arrangement. 
Guitarist Pavel Steidl likewise adds or replaces notes and makes changes to several 
musical indications present in the score, most notably the repeats: in all movements with repeats, 
Steidl repeats the first section, but does not repeat the second section. On the other hand, Steidl 
follows most rolled chord and trill indications present in the arrangement. Also, Steidl takes a 
very steady approach to tempo in almost all movements, with the exception of the Sarabande, 
which does include some pushing and pulling of the tempo, perhaps for expressive effect. 
In the most recent notable recording of Duarte’s arrangement, guitarist Notis Mavroudis 
takes a flexible approach to tempo, similar to Segovia, making generous use of rubato, 
ritardando, and fluctuations in tempo. For the most part, Mavroudis follows the musical 
indications present in this arrangement. However, there are exceptions to this, such as in the 
Sarabande, in which Mavroudis repeats the first section as indicated, but does not repeat the 
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second section. Mavroudis also occasionally adds or replaces notes (see Table 3.4 above), a trend 
which is common among the four notable recordings discussed in this chapter.  
Similarly, the recordings of Duarte’s arrangement by guitarists Alirio Diaz, Diego 
Blanco, Deborah Mariotti, and Akinobu Matsuda also include divergences from the notes or 
other indications notated in Duarte’s arrangement. In these four recordings, notes are 
occasionally omitted, added, or replaced, and each performer interprets the arrangement in 
different ways, especially with regard to tempo, dynamics, and timbre. In Diaz’s recording, the 
tempo is pushed and pulled, and rubato is used, perhaps for emphasis, on certain notes, often 
directly preceding the conclusion of phrases or sections. Blanco also interprets the tempo 
flexibly, though somewhat more steadily than in Diaz’s recording. Both Mariotti and Matsuda’s 
recordings also have a somewhat fluid interpretation of tempo, though they perform most 
musical indications as notated in Duarte’s arrangement.  
Although the eight recordings presented in this chapter sometimes diverge with one 
another in terms of interpretive choices and overall musical aesthetic, they share at least one 
common characteristic: none of these recordings are an absolutely exact rendition of what is 
notated in Duarte’s arrangement. This somewhat fluid conception of Duarte’s arrangement seen 
in these recordings is also in accord with what Duarte himself wrote about this arrangement, as 
well as J. S. Bach’s own approach to musical arrangement. Just as Duarte added, replaced, 
removed, or otherwise changed notes and musical indications as compared to Bach’s original and 
the other three extant eighteenth century manuscripts of the Cello Suites, performers of Duarte’s 
arrangement also made similar changes. Consequently, this development continues the tradition 
of the adaptation of J. S. Bach’s music, which began with the composer himself and continues to 
the present day.  






This study is an exploration of adaptation, applied specifically to two derivations of Cello Suite 
No. 3, BWV 1009: (1) Bach’s original, especially as notated by Anna Magdalena Bach, and (2) 
John W. Duarte’s arrangement of BWV 1009 for guitar. In his arrangement for guitar, Duarte 
makes several significant changes as compared to Bach’s original. He transposes the work from 
C major to A major, adds and removes notes and slurs, and changes the durations and spacings 
between notes. These changes may initially seem unnecessary or excessive. However, historical 
precedent paints a more complex picture.  
There is no extant autograph manuscript of the Cello Suites. Instead, we are left with J. S. 
Bach’s own arrangement of Cello Suite No. 5 (BWV 995), intended for lute or related 
instruments, as well as four manuscripts dating from the eighteenth century, notated by 
musicians who either were associated with Bach or could conceivably have been in contact with 
him. In Bach’s arrangement of the fifth Cello Suite, Bach makes substantial changes and 
additions to the notes, durations, number of voices, harmony, and texture as compared to the 
same Cello Suite as it appears in the four extant early sources. This was not unusual, as 
composers during Bach’s time had a more flexible conception of a musical work than is the case 
for many later composers, and thus they would often create arrangements of previous works 
which included significant changes to the original works (Lutterman 2006, 24–25). These 
changes result in additional voices, realize implied harmony, polyphonic melody, and the like. 
They often are idiomatic for the intended instrumentation, as a plucked string instrument such as 
the lute or related instrument has significantly different capabilities as compared to the original 
instrumentation for cello. 
   
 
93 
Even among the four early sources of the Cello Suites, there are numerous discrepancies 
between sources in terms of notes, durations, slurs, and other musical indications. In short, these 
four early sources are themselves adaptations of earlier (no longer extant) manuscripts. 
Consequently, there is no single authoritative source for the Cello Suites, and these four early 
sources, as well as every subsequent derivation of the Cello Suites, may be viewed as a 
transcription or arrangement of other transcription(s) or arrangement(s) of this work.  
From this historically informed perspective, we see that Duarte’s additions and alterations 
are not an anomaly, but instead part of a long tradition of the adaptation of Bach’s music, which 
began with Bach himself and continues to the present day. In my comparison of BWV 1009 as 
notated in Bach’s original and Duarte’s arrangement, I found that the added notes and 
articulations present in Duarte’s arrangement serve similar purposes as the additions in Bach’s 
arrangements of his own works for lute or related instruments. Similarly, the additions in 
Duarte’s arrangement add voices, realize implied harmony, polyphonic melody, as well as 
figuration and imitation. This shows Duarte’s likely consideration of idiomatic factors and 
performance practices, as well as his substantial skill as an arranger. These changes also make 
extensive use of the idiomatic characteristics of the guitar, such as open strings, dense harmonic 
or polyphonic textures, and the frequent use of the right hand to pluck or strum the strings, 
which, along with the dimensions and materials of the instrument, creates a distinctive timbre 
significantly different to that of the cello.  
Furthermore, each recording of Duarte’s arrangement bears some divergences with the 
notated score, including additional, omitted, or replaced notes, articulations, as well as different 
approaches to dynamics, tempo, and repeat indications. Thus, these recordings can also be 
regarded as transcriptions or arrangements of Duarte’s arrangement. This is in accord with 
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Duarte’s perspective of an arrangement as permeable and flexible, and furthers the long tradition 
of adaptation and Bach’s music.  
It is my hope that this study empowers musicians, composers, music educators, and 
others to adapt music originally intended for different instruments in ways that are historically 
informed, idiomatic to the intended instrumentation, and musically satisfying for both 
performer(s) and listeners alike. Sometimes, this may result in a note-for-note transcription; other 
times, notes and musical indications may be modified, added, omitted, or replaced, and both 
approaches, when thoughtfully employed, are viable derivations of a musical work. Although 
similar studies on adaptations of Bach’s music have been conducted (Fojas 2017; Harb 2014; 
Wade 2012; Yates 1998), this study is the first—to the best of my knowledge—which 
specifically examines Duarte’s arrangement of BWV 1009 as compared to Bach’s original.  
Any transcription, arrangement, or orchestration is by necessity an act of translation from 
one medium to another. Along the way, compromises are made, capabilities and limitations are 
traversed, and, if the translation is successful, it conveys the musical content of the original while 
also being idiomatic to the new medium. Consequently, Duarte’s arrangement of BWV 1009 can 
be viewed as a translation of Bach’s original. While it is not a literal replication of BWV 1009, 
the findings of this study show that Duarte’s changes are idiomatic for guitar, in accord with 
Bach’s own approach to the adaptation of his music, and part of a long tradition of musical 
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